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Resource  Management  Plan 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

PLAN/FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

FOR  THE  BUFFALO  RESOURCE  AREA 

Lead  Agency:  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Type  of  Action:  Administrative 

Jurisdiction:  Campbell,  Johnson,  and  Sheridan  Counties,  Wyoming 

Abstract:  This  proposed  resource  management  plan/final  environmental 
impact  statement  (RMP/EIS)  presents  a  proposed  plan  for  managing 
approximately  800,000  surface  acres  and  about  4.7  million  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  administered  by  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  The  plan  focuses  primarily  on  nine  resource  management  issues 
relating  to  protection  of  cultural  resources,  management  of  energy  and 
minerals,  fire  management,  forest  management,  grazing  management,  lands 
and  realty,  recreation,  management  of  wildlife  habitat,  and  recommendations 
as  to  designation  or  nondesignation  as  wilderness  for  three  wilderness  study 
areas. 

Four  alternatives  that  address  each  issue  were  considered  in  detail  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  The  alternatives  presented  a  variety  of  combinations  of 
proposals  relating  to  areawide  and  site-specific  issues.  The  "no  action" 
alternative  would  have  continued  the  present  management.  The  other 
alternatives  represented  a  range  of  choices  from  favoring  economic  production 
to  favoring  environmental  protection.  This  proposed  RMP/final  EIS 
incorporates  by  reference  most  of  the  material  presented  in  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS. 

When  approved,  the  RMP  will  provide  a  comprehensive  framework  for 
managing  and  allocating  resources  on  the  public  land  in  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area  during  the  next  ten  years,  or  longer.  Further  information  regarding  this 
document  can  be  obtained  from  the  address  below. 

Glenn  Bessinger,  Area  Manager 
Buffalo  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  Wyoming  82834 
(307)  684-5586 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Wyoming  State  Office 
P.O.  Box  1828 
RECEIVED         Cheyenne,  Wyoming  82003 

Bur  of  Land  M?inaqamenl 

7:30  u  r 

A.M.        ' 

Dear  Reader, 

Enclosed  for  your  review  and  future  reference  is  the  Proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan/Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  for  managing  public  lands  and 
resources  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  This  document  presents  the  proposed  management 
plan,  v^hich  is  a  refinen.ent  of  the  preferred  alternative  presented  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
published  in  August  1984. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Buffalo  RMP  process.  That  document  and 
the  maps  in  Volume  2  will  be  required  as  references  to  accompany  this  final  RMP/EIS. 

All  parts  of  the  proposed  management  plan  may  be  protested  except  the  recommendations 
for  Gardner  Mountain,  North  Fork,  and  Fortification  Creek  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs). 
A  separate  final  EIS  for  the  WSAs  will  be  released  at  a  later  date.  Protests  related  to  any 
part  of  the  document  except  wilderness  recommendations  should  be  sent  to  the  Director 
(202),  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1800  C  Street  NW,  Washington,  D.C.  20240  before 
July  1,  1985  (the  end  of  the  30-day  protest  period). 

Protests  should  include  (a)  the  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  interest 
of  the  person  filing  the  protest;  (b)  a  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested; 
(c)  a  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  being  protested;  (d)  a  copy  of  all  documents 
addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  the  protesting  party  submitted  during  the  planning 
process,  or  an  indication  of  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  record; 
and  (e)  a  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  proposed  management  plan  is  believed 
to  be  wrong. 

The  proposed  management  plan  (excluding  wilderness  decisions  and  any  part  of  the  plan 
under  protest)  will  become  final  upon  approval  of  a  record  of  decision  following  a  30- 
day  protest  period.  Approval  of  any  part  of  the  plan  under  protest  will  be  withheld  until 
final  action  has  been  completed.  If  any  significant  change  is  made  to  the  proposed 
management  plan  as  a  result  of  a  protest,  the  changed  portion  will  be  made  available 
for  public  review  and  comment  before  final  approval  and  implementation. 

I  want  to  personally  thank  those  who  have  contributed  to  and  participated  in  the  development 
of  this  plan.  I  hope  your  involvement  will  continue  as  we  move  forward  into  the 
implementation  and  monitoring  phases  of  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  plan  and  as  we  develop 
RMPs  for  other  public  lands  in  Wyoming. 

Sincerely  yours. 


State  Din 


ih'  -'^^ 


^v   K*'  «>  Or 


<f'    O-  e^-^' 


A 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  P%^ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  ^ 


PROPOSED 
FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

for  the 

BUFFALO  RESOURCE  AREA 

CASPER  DISTRICT,  WYOMING 


Area  Manager,  BuffaloT^esoi 


Recommended:    vS^W^/y^;  V>9AAi/t^h) ^'W-8S 

Manager,  BuffaloT^esource  Area  Date 


Concurred: 


Distftct  Manager,  Casper  District  Date 

Approved:  "^A^lv     £>    A^' ^~ZS~  tS 

State  Director,  Wyon/ng  State  Office  Date 


Prepared  By  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Buffalo  Resource  Area 

and  Casper  District  Office 

Casper,  Wyoming 

April  1985 
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[Note:  Many  of  these  terms  are  further  defined  in 
the  Glossary.] 

Area  of  critical  environmental  concern 

Allotment  management  plan 

Application  for  permit  to  drill 


ACEC 
AMP 
APD 
APHIS 


Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture 

AUM  Animal  unit  month 

AVF  Alluvial  valley  floor 

BLM  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  U.S.  Department  of  the 
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B.P.  Before  present 
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CRMP  Cultural  resource  management  plan 

DEQ  Department  of  Environmental  Quality,  Wyoming 
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gpm  Gallons  per  minute 
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WGFD 
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National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

National  Wilderness  Preservation  System 

Off-road  vehicle 

Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978 

Preference  right  lease  application 

Prevention  of  significant  deterioration 
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Record  of  decision 

Soil  Conservation  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
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Total  dissolved  solids 
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SUMMARY  AND  SUGGESTIONS  FOR  USE 


INTRODUCTION 


THE  ALTERNATIVES 


This  proposed  resource  management  plan/final 
environmental  impact  statement  (RMP/EIS)  has 
been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  planning  regulations  in 
43  CFR  1600  and  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA).  The  NEPA  regulations  appear 
In  40  CFR  1500.  The  BLM  planning  regulations 
were  developed  in  response  to  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1 976  (FLPMA).  The 
plan  addresses  the  proposed  land  management 
on  BLM-administered  public  lands  and  resources 
in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area. 

The  Buffalo  Resource  Area  encompasses  all 
BLM-administered  public  lands  in  Johnson, 
Sheridan,  and  Campbell  counties,  Wyoming.  The 
area  considered  comprises  7,338,800  acres,  of 
which  798,848  acres  (11%)  is  BLM-administered 
public  surface  and  4,733,384  acres  (64%)  is  federal 
mineral  estate.  The  resource  area  is  shown  on 
the  Location  map  in  the  front  of  this  document. 


Four  alternative  resource  management  plans 
were  described  and  analyzed  in  the  second  draft 
RMP/EIS.  Each  alternative  plan  represented 
achievable  and  reasonable  management  levels. 
The  alternatives,  which  are  summarized  in  chapter 
2  of  this  document,  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the 
second  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  proposed  plan  for  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area  is  Alternative  B,  which  would  provide  an 
optimum  level  of  production  while  protecting  the 
environment.  This  proposed  plan  best  responds 
to  the  issues  in  a  multiple  use  framework.  It 
emphasizes  the  management,  production,  and  use 
of  the  renewable  resources  on  the  public  lands 
in  the  resource  area  while  making  available  the 
nonrenewable  energy  resources  for  continued 
development  and  use. 

The  environmental  consequences  of 
implementing  each  alternative  are  summarized  on 
table  2-6,  near  the  end  of  chapter  2. 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 


HOW  TO  USE  THIS  DOCUMENT 


The  public  was  invited  to  participate  in  the 
identification  of  issues  through  notices  in  the 
Federal  Register  and  local  media.  Small  group 
meetings  also  were  held.  Issues  were  identified 
in  the  following  programs:  cultural  resource 
management,  fire  management,  forest 
management,  grazing  management,  lands  and 
realty,  minerals  management,  recreation 
management,  wilderness,  and  wildlife  habitat 
management. 

A  first  draft  document  was  published  in  April 
1983.  Thirty-one  letters  and  three  oral  statements 
on  that  document  were  received.  These  public 
comments  are  analyzed  in  chapter  5  of  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS. 

Comments  on  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  were 
received  at  a  public  hearing  in  Buffalo,  Wyoming, 
on  September  26,  1984,  and  by  mail  during  a  90- 
day  public  comment  period  that  ended  November 
23,  1984.  The  hearing  transcript  and  all  written 
comments  on  the  second  draft  are  reproduced 
in  chapter  5  of  this  final  document,  which  also 
contains  responses  to  the  comments. 


Focus 

The  focus  of  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  is  on 
the  proposed  management  plan.  The  only 
information  repeated  from  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  is  the  description  of  the  proposed  RMP  and 
information  that  is  helpful  in  presenting  the 
proposed  management  plan.  The  arrangement  of 
the  reprinted  portions  of  this  final  document 
parallels  the  format  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS. 


Changes 

This  document  has  not  been  extensively 
rewritten  from  the  second  draft  version;  however, 
specific  changes  appear  in  some  of  the  reprinted 
sections.  These  changes  have  been  made  to  clarify 
meanings  or  to  update  the  reference  (for  example, 
"second  draft  RMP/EIS"  to  "final  RMP/EIS;" 
"preferred  alternative"  to  "proposed  plan").  Other 
changes  have  been  made  to  accommodate 
suggestions  and  concerns  from  the  public. 


General  Location 
Buffalo  Resource  Area 


Summary  and  Suggestions  for  Use 


Responses  to  the  public  comments  appear  in 
the  "Comments  and  Responses"  section  of 
chapter  5.  When  necessary,  changes,  corrections, 
and  additional  information  are  presented  in  the 
"Additions  and  Corrections"  section  at  the  end 
of  chapter  1,  2,  3,  or  4.  If  a  change  resulted  from 
a  public  comment,  a  reference  to  the  chapter 
additions  and  corrections  is  included  in  the 
response  to  the  comment. 

Appendixes  referred  to  in  this  document  are  in 
the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  unless  an  addendum 
to  a  given  appendix  is  specified.  This  final 
document  contains  additions  and  corrections  to 
some  of  the  appendixes,  as  needed.  Publications 
and  other  information  sources  referred  to  in 
parentheses  are  listed  in  the  References  section 
of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  or  in  the  Additional 
References  section  at  the  end  of  this  final 
document. 

Appendix  7,  "Wilderness  Management  and 
Wilderness  Study  Areas,"  which  served  as  the  draft 
EIS  for  the  three  WSAs  in  the  resource  area,  has 
been  revised  to  be  issued  as  a  separate  final 
wilderness  EIS.  A  summary  of  the  changes  made 
is  included  in  the  Appendixes  section  of  this 
document. 


Maps 

The  maps  in  volume  2  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  are  an  integral  part  of  this  plan.  The  maps 
have  not  been  reprinted  for  this  final  document. 
However,  because  the  map  index  was 
inadvertently  omitted  from  volume  2  of  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS  and  because  several  changes  have 

occurred  since  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  was 
published,  we  have  included  a  Map  Guide  with 
this  document.  The  Map  Guide,  which  contains 
an  index  to  the  subject  of  each  map  in  volume 
2  and  a  list  of  corrections  and  changes,  can  be 


placed  in  the  front  of  the  map  volume.  Updated 
maps  are  available  for  public  review  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  office. 

Sections  Incorporated  by  Reference 

This  RMP/EIS  incorporates  by  reference  the 
following  sections  of  the  second  draft 
document:  portions  of  chapters  1  and  2  not 
repeated  in  this  document;  chapter  3,  "The 
Affected  Environment;"  chapter  4,  "Environmental 
Consequences;"  appendixes  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  and 
8,  the  Glossary,  and  the  References.  Additions  and 
corrections  appear  at  the  ends  of  chapters  where 
necessary  and  in  order  by  appendix  number.  A 
Glossary  Supplement  and  an  Additional 
References  section  appear  at  the  end  of  this 
document. 


Suggestions  for  Review 

This  RMP/EIS  is  organized  for  several  levels  of 
review,  as  follows: 

Readers  interested  in  a  particular  issue  will 
find  a  brief  summary  of  the  issue  in  chapter 
1,  a  discussion  of  how  the  issue  would  be 
resolved  under  the  proposed  management 
plan  in  chapter  2,  and  any  comments  and 
responses  on  the  issues  in  chapter  5. 

Readers  who  want  a  brief  overview  of  the  final 
RMP/EIS  should  review  the  Summary,  the 
"Issues"  section  of  chapter  1,  and  the 
"Proposed  Management  Plan"  section  of 
chapter  2. 

Readers  who  are  interested  in  a  detailed  study 
of  the  proposed  plan  should  review  this 
document  along  with  the  incorporated 
sections  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  and  the 
maps  in  volume  2  of  the  second  draft. 


Purpose  of  and  Need  for  the  Action 7 

Issues  and  Criteria 7 

Additions  and  Corrections  for  Chapter  1 8 


Chapter  One 


Purpose  of  and  Need  for  the  Action ; 

Issues  and  Criteria 


PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  THE  ACTION 


A  resource  management  plan  is  needed  to 
provide  guidance  for  management  of  lands  and 
minerals  administered  by  the  BLM's  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  in  Campbell,  Johnson,  and 
Sheridan  counties,  Wyoming.  The  second  draft 
RMP/EIS  presented  four  alternatives  for 
management  direction  for  the  resources  of  the 
public  lands  in  the  resource  area.  The 
environmental  impacts  of  implementing  the 
different  plan  alternatives  are  analyzed  in  detail 
in  chapter  4  of  that  document. 

Chapter  1  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  contains 
a  discussion  of  the  objectives  of  the  document 
and  a  description  of  the  planning  process. 

This  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  presents  a 
proposed  resource  management  plan,  the 
comments  that  resulted  from  public  review  of  the 
second  draft  RMP/EIS,  and  the  BLM's  responses 
to  those  comments. 

A  record  of  decision  to  be  prepared  after  a  30- 
day  protest  period  will  contain  the  final  resource 
management  plan.  The  plan  will  provide  a  basis 


for  resource  allocation,  and  it  will  guide 
management  decisions  by  providing  overall 
multiple  use  objectives  and  management  direction 
for  the  resource  area. 

Appendix  7  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  served 
as  a  draft  EIS  for  the  three  wilderness  study  areas 
(WSAs)  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  After  the 
90-day  review  and  comment  period  for  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS,  a  wilderness  study  report  (WSR) 
and  separate  preliminary  final  EIS  will  be 
prepared.  That  document  will  present  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  BLM's 
recommendation  as  to  whether  or  not  each  WSA 
should  be  designated  wilderness.  When  the 
wilderness  EIS  is  printed  and  made  available  to 
the  public,  it  will  become  a  final  EIS.  The  Secretary 
of  tfie  Interior  will  then  make  his  recommendations 
on  wilderness  designation  to  the  President,  who 
in  turn  will  make  his  recommendations  to 
Congress.  Congress  must  make  the  final  decision 
as  to  designation  or  nondesignation  of  each  WSA 
as  wilderness. 


ISSUES  AND  CRITERIA 


The  focus  of  the  RMP  is  to  address  planning 
issues.  An  issue  is  a  concern,  need,  problem, 
conflict,  or  opportunity  related  to  the  use  or 
management  of  public  lands  and  resources. 
Planning  criteria  establish  the  guidelines  by  which 
each  issue  will  be  addressed.  Chapter  1  of  the 
second  draft  RMP/EIS  contains  a  description  of 
the  planning  criteria  used. 

Issues  for  this  plan  were  derived  from  public 
input,  an  intensive  review  of  existing  planning 
documents,  suggestions  from  interdisciplinary 
team  members,  and  BLM  policy  and  management. 
The  issues  analyzed  in  detail  in  the  second  draft 
are  listed  below  by  program. 


Cultural  sites  could  be  damaged  by  surface- 
disturbing  activities. 

Fire  Management 


The  cost  of  fire  suppression  should  reflect  the 
value  of  the  resources  being  protected. 

Prescribed  burning  should  be  used  to  support 
the  forestry,  grazing  management,  and  wildlife 
programs. 


Forest  Management 


Cultural  Resource  Management 


Protection  of  identified  cultural  resource  values 
needs  to  be  increased. 

Intensive  management  direction  and  protection 
are  needed  for  specific  cultural  sites. 


Greater  flexibility  is  needed  in  scheduling 
proposed  timber  sales. 

Sales  of  forest  products  from  woodlands  should 
be  permitted. 

Livestock  grazing  on  commercial  forestlands  is 
impairing  the  productive  capacity  of  certain  forest 
sites. 


Purpose  and  Need 


Grazing  Management 


Recreation  IVIanagement 


Conflicts  exist  between  livestock  grazing  and 
wildlife  forage  demand. 

Range   condition   in   portions  of  the   29   "I" 
allotments  is  poor  to  fair. 


Off-road  vehicle  designations  are  needed  for 
Campbell  and  Sheridan  counties. 


Wilderness 


Lands  and  Realty 

Disposal  of  small  isolated  tracts  would  increase 
management  efficiency. 


Recommendations  must  be  made  on  the  three 
wilderness  study  areas  in  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area. 


Minerals  Management 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management 


Current  coal  planning  is  not  in  accordance  with 
current  regulations. 


Priorities  need  to  be  assigned  for  preparation 
of  habitat  management  plans. 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  1 


Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph 
at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as  paragraph  1.  The  changed  or  added  material 
in  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 
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Chapter  Two 


The  Alternatives 


FORMULATION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 


OVERVIEW 


Both  the  regulations  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  BLM 
resource  management  planning  regulations 
require  the  formulation  of  alternatives.  Each 
alternative  presented  in  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  represents  a  complete  and  reasonable  plan 
to  guide  future  management  of  public  land  and 
resources. 

The  basic  goal  in  formulating  alternatives  for 
this  RMP/EIS  was  to  identify  combinations  of 
public  land  uses  and  resource  management 
practices  that  would  address  the  issues. 
Alternatives  were  first  formulated  for  each  issue 
on  the  basis  of  the  individual  resource  programs. 
These  program  alternatives  were  then  combined 
to  produce  alternatives  for  the  entire  resource 
area.  Each  of  the  resulting  areawide  alternatives 
covers  all  BLM  resource  programs  in  the  resource 
area. 

Chapter  2  in  the  second  draft  document 
contains  a  description  of  how  alternatives  were 
formulated. 


ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 
BUT  ELIMINATED  FROM 
FURTHER  STUDY 


modification  of  existing  leases,  and 
emergency  leasing 

Exclusion  of  portions  of  WSAs  from 
wilderness  consideration  because  of  various 
conflicts 


ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED  IN 
DETAIL 


Overview 

Four  alternative  resource  management  plans 
are  described  and  analyzed  in  the  second  draft 
document.  Each  alternative  represents  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  managing  all  public  land 
and  resources  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  What 
differentiates  one  alternative  from  another  is  the 
way  each  issue  would  be  addressed  if  that 
alternative  should  be  selected  for  implementation. 

The  wilderness  recommendations  under 
Alternatives  B  and  D,  as  described  in  the  second 
draft  document,  have  been  revised  for  this 
document  as  outlined  in  the  "Wilderness 
Recommendations"  section  below  and  in  the 
addendum  to  appendix  7  that  appears  near  the 
end  of  this  document.  The  alternative  wilderness 
recommendations  will  be  described  in  detail  in 
the  forthcoming  final  wilderness  EIS. 


The  second  draft  document  contains  a 
description  of  the  alternatives  considered  but  not 
analyzed  in  detail,  together  with  the  rationale  for 
not  analyzing  them.  Briefly,  the  alternatives 
considered  but  not  analyzed  further  are  as  follows: 

Elimination   of   livestock   grazing   from   all 
commercial  forestland 

Maximum   forage   production   on   all   "I" 
allotments. 


Increased    forage    production    on 
allotments 


'M" 


Exclusion  of  livestock  use  from  all  public  land 
in  the  resource  area 

Prohibition  of  sale  or  exchange  of  public  land 
in  the  resource  area 

Consideration  of  exchange  for  all  PRLAs  in 
the  resource  area 

Limiting  land  available  for  further  coal  leasing 
consideration  to  PRLAs,  tracts  already 
delineated     but     unleased,     exchanges, 


Summary  of  Alternatives 

The  alternative  resource  management  plans 
described  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  are  as 
follows: 

Alternative  A,  the  "no  action"  alternative,  would 
continue  the  present  management  direction.  The 
basis  for  this  alternative  is  existing  land  use 
decisions  from  management  framework  plans 
(MFPs),  activity  plans,  and  environmental 
assessments  (EAs)  prepared  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area. 

Alternative  B,  the  preferred  alternative,  would 
balance  competing  demands  by  providing  for  the 
production  of  needed  goods  and  services  in  a 
cost-effective  manner  while  protecting  important 
and  sensitive  environmental  values. 

Alternative  C  would  provide  for  protection  of 
environmental  values  to  the  extent  required  by 
applicable  laws,  regulations,  and  policies.  The 
objective  of  this  alternative  is  to  favor  economic 
production. 
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Alternatives 


Alternative  D  would  place  primary  emphasis  on 
environmental  protection.  The  objective  of  this 
alternative  is  to  change  present  management 
direction  to  place  highest  priority  on  the 
maintenance  or  improvement  of  environmental 
quality. 

Alternative  B  is  identified  in  this  final  document 
as  the  proposed  resource  management  plan.  The 
plan  is  described  in  detail  in  the  next  section. 

The  environmental  consequences  of  the  four 
alternatives  are  summarized  in  table  2-6,  near  the 
end  of  this  chapter. 

Wilderness  Recommendations 

The  revised  wilderness  recommendations  for 
Alternative  B  now  include  two  subalternatives. 
Subalternative  1  is  a  "no  wilderness"  alternative 
in  which  oil  and  gas  leasing  would  be  allowed 
with  stipulations  to  protect  wildlife  and  watershed. 
(This  is  unchanged  from  the  recommendation 
under  Alternatives  B  and  C  in  the  second  draft 
RMP/EIS.)  Subalternative  2  was  introduced  to 
address  public  concerns  about  protecting  the 


environmental  values  in  the  Fortification  Creek 
area.  Under  this  subalternative,  oil  and  gas 
development  would  be  permitted  but  surface 
occupancy  would  be  prohibited  in  the  entire 
Fortification  Creek  WSA.  Thus,  environmental 
values  would  be  protected.  Existing  information 
appears  to  indicate  that  oil  and  gas  could  be 
recovered  through  methods  such  as  directional 
drilling. 

Alternative  D  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS 
proposed  a  recommendation  that  Congress 
designate  the  WSAs  as  wilderness  and  allow  oil 
and  gas  leasing  with  a  "no  surface  occupancy" 
provision.  However,  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  in 
a  wilderness  area  is  contrary  to  legislative 
direction  provided  by  Congress.  Therefore,  the 
language  of  the  alternative  has  been  changed  in 
this  final  document  to  a  recommendation  for  all 
wilderness  with  no  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

The  proposed  action  in  this  RMP/EIS  has  not 
been  changed  from  the  second  draft  document. 
However,  it  should  be  noted  that  all 
recommendations  relating  to  wilderness  are 
subject  to  change  on  the  basis  of  review  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  by  congressional 
action. 
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Alternatives 


THE  PROPOSED  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


INTRODUCTION 


The  proposed  resource  management  plan  will 
provide  balance  among  competing  demands  by 
providing  for  the  production  of  needed  goods  and 
services  while  protecting  environmental  values.  It 
presents  a  balanced,  cost-effective  management 
plan. 

Some  proposed  decisions  have  been  changed, 
and  some  of  the  following  sections  have  been 
reworded  since  publication  of  the  second  draft 
in  response  to  comments  from  the  public  or  from 
state  or  other  federal  agencies.  Changes  in 
wording  are  intended  to  improve  clarity,  to  make 
descriptions  more  exact,  or  to  provide  more 
information  on  the  recommended  decisions. 

Proposed  decision  LR-2  under  "Lands  and 
Realty  Management"  and  proposed  decision 
RVRM-4  under  "Recreation  and  Visual  Resource 
Management"  were  combined  because  they 
covered  the  same  area.  Decisions  RVRM-2,  3,  and 
5  were  combined  into  one  decision  for 
conciseness.  All  of  the  changes  made  in  the 
proposed  decisions  were  considered  minor.  Their 
intent  and  scope  remain  the  same.  The  only 
change  requiring  new  impact  analysis  is  the 
addition  of  the  new  wilderness  alternative.  The 
impacts  are  summarized  in  table  2-6,  near  the  end 
of  this  chapter,  and  in  appendix  7  of  this  document. 
Detailed  analysis  will  be  included  in  the 
forthcoming  final  wilderness  EIS. 

The  order  of  the  proposed  minerals  decisions 
related  to  coal  (MM-1  through  MM-4)  has  been 
changed  in  this  document  for  more  logical 
progression.  In  addition,  the  wording  has  been 
changed  to  improve  clarity  and  minimize 
confusion.  The  intent  of  the  decisions  remains 
unchanged. 

All  maps  referred  to  in  this  document  are  those 
included  in  volume  2  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  unless  otherwise  noted.  A  Map  Guide  inserted 
in  this  final  document  lists  the  subjects  covered 
by  the  maps  in  volume  2  and  notes  any  errors 
and  any  changes  made  since  publication  of  the 
second  draft  RMP/EIS.  All  appendixes  referred  to 
are  in  the  second  draft  document  unless  an 
addendum  to  a  given  appendix  is  specified.  This 
final  document  contains  additions  and  corrections 
to  some  of  the  appendixes,  as  needed. 
Publications  and  other  information  sources 
referred   to   in   parentheses  are  listed   in  the 


References  section  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS 
or  in  the  Additional  References  at  the  end  of  this 
document. 

In  resource  programs  in  which  no  major  issues 
were  raised,  present  management  will  be 
continued.  When  actions  that  would  take  place 
in  WSAs  are  described,  it  is  assumed  that 
Congress  will  accept  the  BLM's  recommendation 
that  the  three  WSAs  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
not  be  designated  wilderness.  The  process  by 
which  an  area  is  designated  or  not  designated 
as  wilderness  is  described  on  pages  267  through 
271  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  authorized  officer  may  waive  or  modify 
some  decisions,  as  indicated,  following  a  site- 
specific  field  inspection  or  the  acquisition  of  new 
information.  Any  special  protective  site-specific 
mitigating  measures  will  be  applied  following  this 
process. 

The  documents  containing  existing  land  use 
decisions  from  management  framework  plans 
(MFPs),  activity  plans,  environmental  assessments 
(EAs),  and  planning  amendments  are  listed  in 
appendix  5.  The  decisions  in  these  source 
documents  will  be  superseded  by  the  decisions 
of  this  proposed  plan  upon  approval  of  a  record 
of  decision  following  a  30-day  protest  period. 
However,  the  site-specific  mitigating  measures 
identified  in  the  source  documents  will  be  carried 
out  as  applicable  following  a  site-specific  analysis. 

In  the  following  description  of  management  for 
each  program,  the  wording  in  boldface  type 
indicates  the  decisions  that  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area  proposes  to  carry  out  for  that  program. 


CULTURAL  RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 


CRM-1:  Develop  cultural  resource 

management  plans  (CRMPs)  for  Cantonment 
Reno,  Dull  Knife  Battlefield,  and  the  Outlaw  Cave 
Archeological  District  and  for  additional  federally 
owned  sites  as  they  are  nominated  to  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places. 

Both  Cantonment  Reno  and  the  Dull  Knife 
Battlefield,  which  cover  1,952  acres,  are  listed  on 
the  National  Register.  Preliminary  studies 
conducted  on  the  Outlaw  Cave  Archeological 
District  indicate  that  this  district  has  one  of  the 
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greatest  potentials  in  Wyoming  tor  revealing 
further  information  about  our  prehistoric 
forebears.  Important  cultural  sites  have  been 
identified  on  about  33  acres  of  federal  surface  and 
27  acres  of  "split  estate"  lands  in  the  archeological 
district. 

By  law  or  regulation,  no  surface-disturbing 
activities  can  occur  on  any  site  listed  on  or  eligible 
for  the  National  Register  until  the  procedures 
under  section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  are  carried  out. 

Management  actions  that  have  been  identified 
for  consideration  in  the  CRMPs  are  described 
below. 

Research  goals,  designs,  and  strategies  will 
be  identified.  (Any  information  that  would 
contribute  to  the  understanding  of  prehistoric 
and  historic  lifeways  will  be  recovered  and 
preserved.) 

Necessary  protection  and  excavation 
(recovery  of  archeological  data)  will  be 
identified. 

All  artifacts  and  features  will  be  mapped  and 
recorded. 

Significant  artifacts  will  be  collected  and 
cu  rated. 

Sites  will  be  extensively  photographed. 

Selected  sites  will  be  interpreted. 

Significant  sites  in  the  Outlaw  Cave 
Archeological  District  will  be  nominated  to 
the  National  Register. 

Rationale:  Intensive  management  will  provide 
the  appropriate  level  of  protection  for  sites 
recommended  as  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
and  those  formally  determined  to  be  eligible. 

CRM-2:  Conduct  Class  III  (intensive)  cultural 
resource  inventories  before  allowing  surface- 
disturbing  activities  in  the  areas  listed  below. 

(Surface  disturbance  is  defined  in  the  Glossary.) 

Gardner  Mountain  (Ts  43-45N,  Rs  83-85W) 

Fortification  Creek  (Ts  51-53N,  Rs  75-77W) 

Middle  Forl<  (Ts  41-43N,  Rs  83-85W) 

Punnpkin  Buttes  (Ts  51-53N,  Rs  75-77W) 

Rochelle  Hills  (Ts  45-47N,  Rs  69-70W) 

All  BLM-administered  lands  within  Vi  mile  of  the  Powder 
River 

According  to  the  provisions  of  the  Archeological 
Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979,  the  operator 
is  responsible  for  the  protection  of  any  prehistoric 
or  historic  site  on  or  potentially  eligible  for  the 
National   Register  of  Historic  Places.   Class   III 


inventories  in  other  areas  will  be  performed  as 
necessary. 

Rationale:  There  is  a  high  potential  in  these 
areas  for  the  presence  of  significant  cultural  sites 
that  could  be  damaged  by  surface-disturbing 
activities. 


FIRE  MANAGEMENT 


FM-1:  Conduct  full  fire  suppression  in  class  Hi 
and  IV  value-at-risk  areas  (see  map  4). 

Full  suppression  will  be  practiced  on 
approximately  165,000  acres  of  BLM-administered 
surface  in  value-at-risk  classes  III  and  IV.  Full 
suppression  also  will  be  practiced  in  isolated  areas 
within  limited  suppression  areas  to  protect 
structures,  power  lines,  and  other  improvements. 

The  Middle  Fork  Fire  Management  Plan  will  be 
retained.  Under  this  plan  full  suppression  will  be 
practiced  on  approximately  48,000  acres  in  the 
Middle  Fork  Management  Area. 

Full  fire  suppression  will  be  practiced  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  WSAs  (approximately  29,000 
acres)  until  Congress  has  made  a  decision  as  to 
designation  or  nondesignation  of  the  areas  as 
wilderness.  If  the  areas  are  not  designated 
wilderness,  fire  suppression  in  each  WSA  will  be 
determined  according  to  the  normal  fire  year  plan. 

Rationale:  Full  fire  suppression  in  specified 
areas  will  prevent  undue  degradation  of  the 
environment  and  destruction  of  physical 
structures. 

FM-2:  Conduct  limited  fire  suppression  on 
public  land  in  value-at-risk  class  I  and  class  II  areas 
and  where  fire  control  is  very  difficult  or  extremely 
hazardous  to  firefighting  personnel  (see  map  4). 

Before  limited  suppression  is  implemented,  a 
limited  suppression  plan  and  EA  will  be  prepared. 
This  plan  will  be  incorporated  into  a  fire 
management  plan  for  the  resource  area.  Efforts 
will  be  coordinated  with  owners  of  adjacent  lands. 
Approximately  634,000  acres  of  BLM- 
administered  surface,  or  79%  of  the  public  land 
in  the  resource  area,  will  be  in  limited  suppression 
areas.  In  determination  of  limited  suppression 
areas,  value-at-risk  and  fire  problem  classes  will 
be  considered. 

Rationale:  Limited  fire  suppression  costs  will 
more  closely  reflect  the  value  of  the  resources 
being  protected. 
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FM-3:  Conduct  prescribed  burns. 

Prescribed  fire  will  be  used  as  a  management 
tool  in  support  of  other  resource  programs  as 
described  below.  Site-specific  plans  and  EAs  will 
be  prepared  before  implementation,  and  specific 
locations  and  acreages  will  be  determined  from 
those  plans.  The  environmental  analysis  in  chapter 
4  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  is  based  on  the 
acreages  given  below;  these  are  the  estimated 
acreages  of  prescribed  fires  to  be  used  over  a 
ten-year  period. 

In  forest  management,  fire  will  be  used  for 
seedbed  preparation  and  disease  control  on 
approximately  200  acres  of  forestland  over  a 
ten-year  period.  It  also  will  be  used  to  reduce 
buildups  of  hazardous  fuels  and  to  break  up 
the  continuity  of  fuels  so  that  the  intensity 
of  wildfire  can  be  reduced. 

For  grazing  management,  prescribed  fire  will 
be  used  on  approximately  500  acres  in  ten 
years  to  increase  forage  production  and  to 
convert  brush  to  desired  species. 

For  wildlife,  prescribed  fire  will  be  authorized 
case  by  case  on  approximately  1,500  acres 
in  ten  years  to  improve  and  diversify  habitat. 

Grazing  lessees/permittees  will  be  authorized 
by  permit  to  conduct  prescribed  burning  on  public 
lands  in  association  with  burning  on  their  adjacent 
private  land.  Authorization  for  ignition  will  be  given 
only  after  advance  notification  by  the  lessee  and 
only  after  preparation  of  BLM  guidance  such  as 
a  burn  plan,  an  EA,  or  a  written  prescription. 

Rationale:  Prescribed  burning  is  one  of  the 
most  cost-effective  and  environmentally 
acceptable  means  of  controlling  unwanted 
vegetation  or  infestations  of  insects  or  disease. 
Prescribed  fire  also  can  improve  wildlife  habitat 
by  creating  a  mosiac  of  vegetation.  Forage  on 
winter  and  spring  range  for  elk  and  summer  and 
fall  ranges  for  mule  deer  can  be  improved  through 
the  use  of  prescribed  burning. 


FOREST  MANAGEMENT 

FOM-1 :  Suspend  or  adjust  livestock  grazing  use 
in  timber  harvest  areas  whenever  grazing  would 
impair  forest  regeneration.  Grazing  may  be 
reauthorized  or  readjusted  to  preharvest  levels 
after  successful  reestablishment  of  a  new  stand 
of  trees  (approximately  10  to  15  years),  but  only 
if  it  will  not  impair  the  productive  capacity  of  the 
forestland  or  when  the  area  manager  determines 
that  grazing  will  not  be  incompatible  with  site- 
specific  forest  management  objectives. 


Rationale:  The  authorized  use  of  livestock 
grazing  on  commercial  forestlands  where  timber 
has  been  harvested  can  contribute  to  preventing 
successful  regeneration.  Livestock  have  shown  a 
preference  for  the  new  vegetative  growth  that 
becomes  established  following  a  timber  harvest. 
Tree  seedlings  are  therefore  subjected  to  browsing 
and  trampling. 

FOM-2:  Implement  forest  thinning  and  planting 
projects  in  the  areas  described  in  appendix  4. 

Forest  development  projects  will  need  to  be 
implemented  at  levels  sufficient  to  support  the 
proposed  ten-year  harvest  schedule.  Forest 
development  projects  are  used  as  management 
tools  to  enhance  the  growing  conditions  on 
forestlands.  The  allowable  harvest  level  is  directly 
related  to  the  growth  that  is  occurring  on 
commercial  forestlands. 

Rationale:  To  sustain  the  proposed  ten-year 
harvest  level,  growing  conditions  on  forestlands 
must  be  maintained  at  certain  specified  levels. 

FOM-3:  Allow  the  sale  of  minor  forest  products 
(posts,  poles,  and  fuelwood)  from  woodlands  and/ 
or  noncommercial  forestlands  throughout  the 
resource  area. 

Live,  or  green,  minor  forest  product  offerings 
from  woodlands  and/or  noncommercial 
forestlands  will  not  exceed  the  ten-year  allowable 
cut  of  1  MMBF  All  dead  timber  is  considered 
unregulated  in  regard  to  an  allowable  cut; 
therefore,  offerings  of  minor  forest  products  from 
dead  timber  will  be  made  within  program 
capabilities.  Sales  of  minor  forest  products  will 
be  made  only  after  site-specific  environmental 
analysis  in  which  other  resource  values  (such  as 
wildlife  and  soils)  are  considered. 

Rationale:  Whenever  possible,  sales  of  minor 
forest  products  will  be  used  as  a  management  tool 
to  increase  the  overall  vigor,  and  therefore  the 
productive  capacity,  of  the  woodlands  and 
noncommercial  forestlands.  Such  sales  also  will 
contribute  to  the  economic  growth  of  local 
communities  and  industries. 

FOM-4:  Offer  for  sale  from  commercial 
forestlands  over  the  next  ten  years  approximately 
9  MMBF  of  sawtimber  in  the  11  priority  timber 
harvest  areas  listed  below.  In  addition,  offer  for 
sale  over  the  next  ten  years  approximately  1  MMBF 
of  minor  green  forest  products  from  commercial 
forestlands. 

The  sawtimber  will  be  offered  in  the  priority 
areas  as  follows: 

Gardner  Mountain  area  (not  in  WSA),  1  MMBF  (300  acres) 
Baldwin  Creek,  1  MMBF  (200  acres) 
Poison  Creel<,  1  MMBF  (200  acres) 
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Horn,  2  MMBF  (300  acres) 

Red  Springs  Reservoir,  250  MBF  (400  acres) 

Arndt,  1  MMBF  (200  acres) 

Lost  Creek,  250  MBF  (50  acres) 

Upper  North  Fork  Reentry,  500  MBF  (50  acres) 

Lower  Beartrap,  1  MMBF  (200  acres) 

Billy  Creek,  500  MBF  (125  acres) 

Lower  "H"  Hill,  500  MBF  (125  acres) 

Map  6  shows  the  harvest  areas.  Changes  may 
be  made  in  the  future  in  the  projected  volume 
of  these  sales,  and  some  areas  may  be  deleted 
if  biological  or  economic  conditions  warrant  such 
actions.  The  schedule  allows  flexibility  in  annual 
proposed  offerings  when  such  action  is  warranted 
by  delays  in  acquiring  easements  or  by  changes 
in  biological  or  economic  conditions.  Final 
decisions  regarding  which  sale  to  offer  in  any 
particular  year  will  be  made  after  interdisciplinary 
review  and  development  of  site-specific  plans  and 
EAs. 

Rationale:  Identifying  sale  areas  and  offering  an 
allowable  timber  harvest  will  bring  the  commercial 
forestlands  into  a  state  of  management  and 
contribute  to  the  economic  stability  of  local 
communities  and  industries  that  depend  on  timber 
offerings.  The  9  MMBF  of  sawtimber  to  be  offered 
over  the  next  ten  years  will  help  to  meet  the 
demand  expressed  by  the  local  timber  industry; 
and  at  this  rate  a  permanent  supply  of  timber  can 
be  maintained  in  accordance  with  the  principle 
of  sustained  yield. 

FOM-5:  Acquire  easements  across  private  and 
state  lands  for  timber  harvest  and  other  forest 
management  purposes  as  described  in  appendix 
4. 

Rationale:  Many  of  the  commercial  forestlands 
are  not  legally  accessible  because  of  the 
intermingled  land  pattern  of  private,  state,  and 
federal  lands. 

FOIVI-6:  Suspend  or  adjust  livestocl<:  grazing  on 
commercial  forestlands  if  such  activity  is  impairing 
the  productive  capacity  of  the  forestland. 

Decisions  to  suspend  or  adjust  livestock  use  on 
the  "I"  allotments  will  be  made  in  conjunction  with 
development  and  implementation  of  AMPs. 
Decisions  regarding  "M"  (maintain)  and  "C" 
(custodial)  allotments  will  be  made  case  by  case. 

Rationale:  The  authorized  use  of  livestock 
grazing  on  commercial  forestlands  has,  in  certain 
cases,  resulted  in  an  impairment  of  the  long-term 
productive  capacity  of  the  forestlands  as  a  result 
of  soil  compaction,  browsing  and  trampling  of 
seedlings,  and  rubbing  of  saplings. 

Proposed  decisions  from  other  programs  that 
apply  to  forest  management  are  CRM-2,  FM-3,  LR- 
4,  SWAM-1,  SWAM-2,  SWAM-3,  WHM-1,  WHM-2, 
WHM-3,  WHM-4,  WHM-5,  and  WHM-7. 


GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 


General 

GM-1 :  Control  noxious  weeds  on  public  surface 
lands.  The  noxious  weed  control  program  entails 
physical,  biological,  preventive,  and  herbicidal 
measures  to  control  noxious  weed  infestations. 
Leafy  spurge  will  be  the  principal  noxious  weed 
species  controlled.  Herbicide  use  and  weed 
control  will  conform  to  that  described  in  the 
noxious  weed  control  EA  (USDI,  BLM  1982b)  or 
subsequent  similar  EAs.  The  actual  control  work 
will  be  done  through  a  BLM  contract  with  county 
weed  and  pest  control  districts  or  by  BLM 
personnel. 

Rationale:  Control  of  noxious  weeds  on  public 
lands  will  help  to  ensure  that  the  public  lands  will 
not  act  as  seed  sources  for  reinfestation. 


Management  of  "M"  Allotments 


GM-2:  Manage 
described  below. 


'M"  category  allotments  as 


Continue  the  current  authorized  livestock  use 
on  98  "M"  allotments  at  43,573  AUMs.  Livestock 
numbers  and  kinds  and  the  periods  of  use  would 
be  authorized  as  at  present  for  each  individual 
lease  (see  appendix  6). 

Allow  development  of  range  improvements. 

Annual  construction  of  range  projects  on  the  "M" 
allotments  over  the  ten-year  life  of  this  plan  is 
estimated  at  2  water  developments  (springs, 
reservoirs,  pipelines,  wells,  etc.),  1  mile  of  fence, 
and  40  acres  of  vegetation  manipulation.  These 
projects  are  included  in  the  schedule  of  range 
improvements  in  table  2-1.  Range  improvements 
will  be  constructed  through  cooperative 
management  agreements  or  individual  project 
agreements  and  after  preparation  of  a  site-specific 
environmental  analysis  for  the  allotment  involved. 

Establish  resource  monitoring  studies  as 
necessary  to  detect  undesirable  changes  in  the 
current  satisfactory  resource  conditions.  One  or 

more  of  the  following  may  be  monitored:  range 
condition,  trend,  forage  utilization,  actual  use,  and 
climate.  The  number  and  intensity  of  monitoring 
studies  will  vary,  depending  on  the  resource  value 
and  potential  for  resource  conflicts  on  a  given 
allotment. 

Baseline  inventories  consisting  of  range  site  and 
condition  mapping  will  be  conducted  or  updated 
in  conjunction  with  development  of  cooperative 
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management  agreements.  Site-specific  resource 
management  objectives  also  will  be  developed. 
Periodic  allotment  evaluations  will  be  scheduled 
to  determine  progress  toward  meeting  the 
objectives. 


TABLE  2-1 

NEW  RANGE  IMPROVEMENT  SCHEDULE 

UNDER  ALTERNATIVE  B  ON 
"M"  AND  "I"  CATEGORY  ALLOTMENTS 


Kind  of 
Improvement 


Total  Planned 
In  Thirty  Years 


Number  to  be 
Completed 
In  Ten  Years 


Wells 

20 

9 

Springs 

6 

2 

Reservoirs 

10 

5 

Pipeline  (miles) 

31 

15 

Fence  (miles) 

60 

17 

Vegetation 

manipulation  (acres) 

2.000 

500 

An  evaluation  of  the  cooperative  management 
plans  will  be  scheduled  within  five  years  following 
implementation  of  this  RMP.  Subsequent 
evaluations  will  be  scheduled  as  needed. 

Rationale:  Analysis  of  the  "M"  allotments  has 
revealed  no  serious  management  problems  and 
has  shown  resource  conditions  to  be  generally 
good.  Current  satisfactory  management  of  grazing 
use  could  be  recognized  and  documented  through 
cooperative  management  agreements.  Limiting  of 
BLM-initiated  management  actions  will  permit 
concentration  of  personnel  and  range 
improvement  funds  on  allotments  where  the 
highest  return  on  investments  can  be  realized. 
Resource  monitoring  studies  and  evaluation  of 
progress  toward  management  objectives  will 
ensure  that  no  undesirable  changes  in  resource 
conditions  will  occur. 


Management  of  "I"  Allotments 


GM-3:  Manage 
described  below. 


"I"  category  allotments  as 


Continue  baseline  inventories.  Inventories  are 
needed  to  update  information  on  range  sites  and 
range  condition.  Site-specific  resource 
management  objectives  will  be  established  and 


opportunities  identified  through  the  inventories, 
which  will  include  ranch  unit  analyses  (see 
Glossary).  Schedules  will  be  based  on  the 
monitoring  plan  to  be  developed  after  the  final 
EIS  is  completed. 

Develop,   implement,   and   monitor  AMPs. 

Livestock  numbers,  kinds,  and  periods  of  use  will 
continue  as  now  licensed  (see  appendix  6) 
pending  adjustments  to  be  made  in  conjunction 
with  implementation  of  AMPs  or  analysis  of 
allotment  monitoring  studies.  It  is  anticipated  that 
10  to  12  of  the  29  AMPs  will  be  developed  and 
fully  implemented  over  the  life  of  this  plan  (see 
table  2-2). 

Resource  monitoring  studies  will  cover  actual 
use,  forage  utilization,  trend,  and  climate.  They 
will  be  conducted  according  to  the  methodology 
established  in  the  resource  monitoring  plan  that 
will  be  developed  after  this  RMP  is  completed. 
The  monitoring  plan  will  follow  established  BLM 
guidelines. 

The  level  of  authorized  use  for  livestock  on  the 
10  to  12  "I"  allotments  is  expected  to  increase 
from  28,968  AUMs  to  32,218  AUMs  by  the  end 
of  the  ten-year  life  of  this  plan.  The  authorized 
use  for  livestock  on  all  29  "I"  allotments  over  the 
long  term  (40  to  50  years)  is  expected  to  be 
increased  to  41 ,968  AUMs.  "I"  allotments  and  their 
potential  for  improvement  are  detailed  in  table  2- 
2. 

The  priority  for  development  of  AMPs  was 
established  through  evaluation  of  each  allotment 
against  the  allotment  categorization  criteria  (see 
appendix  3).  The  allotments  given  the  highest 

priority  for  AMP  development  were  those  offering 
the  greatest  potential  for  improvement  of 
unsatisfactory  range  condition,  management,  or 
resource  condition  and  those  offering  the  best 
return  on  public  investments. 

After  range  condition  class  has  been  upgraded 
to  "good,"  allocate  to  wildlife  the  forage  produced 
through  implementation  of  AMPs  to  meet  the 
WGFD's  population  objectives.  Additional  forage 
produced  will  be  available  to  be  licensed  for 
livestock  use.  After  the  range  condition  class  is 
upgraded  to  "good,"  watersheds  will  be  stabilized. 
About  2,400  "new"  AUMs  will  be  directed  to 
wildlife  to  bring  big  game  populations  up  to  the 
levels  recommended  by  the  WGFD,  which 
provides  this  information  on  an  allotment  basis. 
About  13,000  "new"  AUMs  will  be  licensed  for 
livestock  use. 

Rationale:  The  management  of  "I"  category 
allotments  as  described  will  address  the  issues 
of  unsatisfactory  range  condition  and  possible 
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lack  of  wildlife  forage  (with  corresponding  low 
wildlife  populations)  by  improving  the  ecological 
range  condition  of  public  land  in  these  allotments. 
This  improvement  is  expected  to  result  from 
implementation  of  more  intensive  grazing 
management  systems  and  development  of  range 
improvement  projects.  Normally,  as  range 
condition  improves  toward  the  sites's  ecological 
climax  condition  (excellent),  there  is  a  concurrent 
increase  in  total  vegetation  and  forage  production. 
The  new  forage  resulting  from  improved 
ecological  range  condition  will  be  available  for 
wildlife  and  other  resource  uses,  including 
watershed  protection. 


intermingled  public  lands  in  these  allotments  also 
may  benefit  from  conservation  management 
recommendations  provided  by  the  SCS  under  the 
Great  Plains  conservation  plans. 


Other  Applicable  Proposed  Decisions 

Proposed  decisions  from  other  programs  that 
apply  to  grazing  management  are  CRM-2,  FM-3, 
FOM-1,  FOM-6,  LR-2,  LR-4,  RVRM-2,  SWAM-I, 
SWAM-2,  SWAM-3,  SWAM-4,  WHM-1,  WHM-2, 
WHM-3,  WHM-4,  WHM-5,  and  WHM-7. 


Management  of  "C"  Allotments 


GM-4:  Manage 
described  below. 


"C"  category  allotments  as 


Continue  current  authorized  livestock  use.  The 

283  "C"  allotments  are  licensed  at  22,004  AUMs 
per  year.  Livestock  kinds  and  numbers  and  the 
period  of  use  will  be  authorized  as  at  present  for 
each  individual  lease  (see  appendix  6).  The  BLM's 
efforts  on  "C"  allotments  will  be  concentrated  on 
functions  of  lease  administration,  including 
issuance  of  leases  and  billing  notices,  processing 
of  range  improvement  applications,  and  handling 
lease  transfers. 

Assign  low  priority  to  funding  of  range 
improvement  projects.  Private  investment  will  be 
encouraged  through  development  of  cooperative 
agreements  with  the  individual  operators  and  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  (SCS)  for  allotment  management  and 
construction  of  range  improvements.  It  is 
estimated  that  one  SCS  ranch  plan  will  be 
implemented  each  year  and  three  or  four  range 
improvement  projects  per  year  will  be  constructed 
on  "C"  allotments. 

The  projects  will  be  constructed  under  SCS 
ranch  plans,  coordinated  resource  management 
plans,  or  individual  project  agreements.  A  site- 
specific  EA  will  be  developed  before  each  range 
improvement  is  constructed  on  public  land. 

Rationale:  The  small  size  and  scattered  public 
land  pattern  characteristic  of  "C"  allotments 
severely  limits  the  BLM's  management  options. 
The  return  on  public  investments  in  range 
improvements  or  management  normally  would  be 
very  low  on  these  allotments,  but  the  BLM  can 
encourage  proper  grazing  management  by 
providing  the  administrative  clearances  for 
construction    of    range    improvements.    The 


LANDS  AND  REALTY 
MANAGEMENT 


LR-1:  Locate  transmission  and  transportation 
facilities  within  the  corridor  areas  shown  on  map 

6.  The  facilities  to  be  included  in  the  corridors 
are  power  lines  69  kilovolts  and  larger  on  "H"  type 
and  lattice  type  structures,  pipelines  6  inches  in 
diameter  or  larger  (excluding  feeder  or  gathering 
lines  in  producing  fields),  state  and  federal 
highways,  and  railroads  leading  out  of  the 
planning  area.  Future  corridor  adjustments  and 
new  corridor  designations  will  be  made  only  when 
facility  placement  within  an  existing  designated 
corridor  is  incompatible  or  unfeasible  and  when 
the  environmental  consequences  can  be 
adequately  mitigated.  Problems  of  technical 
compatibility  between  facilities  and  spacing  of 
facilities  in  corridors  will  be  solved  case  by  case. 

New  facilities  will  be  placed  within  a  compatible 
distance  of  existing  facilities.  The  definition  of 
"compatible  distance"  will  be  determined  case  by 
case,  and  minimum  design  standards  and  major 
impacts  to  the  human  environment  will  be 
considered.  Space  between  utilities  in  the  same 
corridor  will  be  sufficient  to  permit  expansion  and 
modernization.  New  state  and  federal  highway 
routes  that  cross  BLM-administered  public  lands 
will  be  selected  in  cooperation  with  the  agencies 
and  private  landowners  involved.  An  effort  will  be 
made  to  establish  roads  and  utility  facilities  in  the 
same  corridor,  but  not  at  the  expense  of  excessive 
additional  construction  costs  or  interference  with 
scenic  values  or  human  activity  such  as  enjoyment 
of  a  scenic  view  from  a  highway. 

The  corridor  areas,  as  shown  on  map  6,  are 
along  existing  facilities.  New  corridors  will  be 
considered  only  when  new  facilities  would  be  at 
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least  Vz  mile  from  existing  corridors  or  when  the 
environmental  impact  could  be  mitigated. 

Rationale:  Most  adverse  visual  impacts, 
landowner  concerns,  survey  problems,  and 
problems  related  to  rights-of-way  can  be  mitigated 
by  establishment  of  corridors  around  the  existing 
facilities  and  location  of  new  facilities  within  these 
corridors.  In  some  instances  existing  facilities  are 
not  in  the  optimal  location;  however,  it  is  assumed 
that  the  expense  and  environmental  impacts  of 
relocating  existing  facilities  to  the  optimal  location 
would  be  greater  than  leaving  them  in  their  present 
locations. 

The  primary  purpose  of  corridor  designations 
is  to  create  corridors  for  major  cross-country 
right-of-way  facilities.  This  does  not  preclude  the 
placement  of  small  facilities,  where  practical, 
within  the  corridors  to  gain  corridor  sharing 
benefits  where  adequate  space  is  available. 

LR-2:  Locate  communication  sites  and  utilities 
in  the  Pumpkin  Buttes  area  only  on  South  Middle 
Butte  until  that  butte  has  been  fully  utilized  as 
a  communication  site  unless  the  decision  is  waived 
by  the  authorized  officer.  Communication  sites 
will  not  be  authorized  on  North  Middle  Butte 
unless  it  becomes  absolutely  necessary  to  use  that 
butte  for  the  line-of-sight  needs  (such  as  for 
microwave  transmission).  Mitigative  measures  will 
be  applied  as  described  in  appendix  4. 

Whether  or  not  the  decision  on  North  Middle 
Pumpkin  Butte  is  waived  will  depend  on  the  results 
of  an  evaluation  of  engineering  drawings  (if 
applicable),  the  location  designated,  and  a  visual 
contrast  rating.  A  waiver  may  be  granted  if  it  is 
determined  that  the  action  could  occur  without 
causing  signficant  visual  impacts  in  the  area.  The 
total  surface  area  affected  by  this  decision  is  1 ,000 
acres,  all  federal  surface  and  minerals. 

Rationale:  Hilltops  with  sufficient  elevation  to 
provide  an  adequate  transmission  range  are 
scarce  in  this  area.  Management  is  necessary  to 
avoid  the  random  and  potentially  inefficient  use 
of  those  types  of  sites.  This  decision  will  preserve 
the  visual  integrity  of  the  North  Middle  Pumpkin 
Butte  and  will  aid  management  of  a  limited 
resource:  locations  that  are  suitable  for 
communication  sites. 

LR-3:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  or 
occupancy  in  the  R&PP  areas  unless  the 
prohibition  is  waived  by  the  authorized  officer. 

Whether  or  not  the  prohibition  is  waived  will 
depend  on  whether  a  threat  to  public  safety  is 
involved  and  whether  there  would  be  detrimental 
effects  on  the  approved  uses  of  the  R&PP  area. 
If  there  would  be  no  threat  to  public  safety  and 


no  detrimental  effects,  the  authorized  officer  may 
waive  the  prohibition  after  discussion  with  the 
R&PP  holder. 

Exploration  and  development  activities  such  as 
those  carried  out  for  oil  and  gas  and  other  leasable 
minerals  may  entail  use  of  large  equipment  and 
other  activities  that  could  pose  a  safety  hazard 
to  the  public.  R&PP  areas  total  approximately  600 
acres. 

Rationale:  This  decision  will  prevent  possible 
conflicts  related  to  public  safety,  visual  resources, 
or  other  matters  between  R&PP  area  values  and 
other  development  activities. 

LR-4:  Federal  lands  shown  on  map  7A  are 
available  for  further  consideration  for  sale  or 
exchange.  Consider  case  by  case  the  possible  sale 
or  exchange  of  lands  in  producing  oil  and  gas 
fields  (KGSs),  high  Interest  coal  areas,  and 
designated  mineral  material  sites. 

The  approximate  amounts  to  be  considered  for 
sale  or  exchange  are  32,000  acres  by  sale  and 
63,000  acres  by  exchange  in  Campbell  County; 
20,000  acres  by  sale  and  45,000  acres  by  exchange 
in  Johnson  County,  and  21,000  acres  by  sale  and 
10,000  acres  by  exchange  in  Sheridan  County. 
The  resource  area's  total  amount  available  for 
consideration  is  73,000  acres  for  sale  and  118,000 
acres  for  exchange.  The  lands  identified  for 
possible  sale  also  could  be  exchanged.  The  lands 
identified  for  exchange  will  not  be  available  for 
sale  during  the  life  of  this  plan  unless  their 
consideration  for  sale  is  clearly  in  the  public 
interest.  (Map  7A  is  erroneously  labeled  "Land 
Disposal:  Alternatives  A  and  C."  As  indicated  in 
the  Map  Guide  enclosed  in  this  final  document, 
it  should  have  been  labeled  "Alternatives  B  and 
C") 

Disposal  of  public  land  within  a  particular 
grazing  lease  should  not  be  given  priority 
consideration  unless  all  the  public  land  in  that 
lease  can  be  disposed  of.  Exchange  should  not 
be  considered  unless  the  private  land  available 
for  exchange  adjoins  other  public  land. 

Lands  identified  as  available  for  consideration 
for  sale  or  exchange  were  selected  according  to 
the  FLPMA  disposal  criteria.  A  site-specific 
analysis  will  be  conducted  for  each  possible  sale 
or  exchange  so  that  existing  resource  values  and 
conflicts  can  be  identified.  Lands  will  be 
considered  fordisposal  only  if  theirdisposal  would 
not  conflict  with  applicable  regulations  and  would 
meet  the  sales  criteria  in  section  203  of  FLPMA. 

Rationale:  The  disposal  of  land  will  provide  for 
better  management  of  the  public  lands  in  the 
resource     area.     Small     parcels     that     are 
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uneconomical  to  manage  can  be  sold.  Exchanges 
will  create  larger  blocks  of  public  lands  that  will 
be  more  economical  to  administer. 

Possible  sale  of  lands  in  areas  of  high  mineral 
interest  and  development  should  be  considered 
case  by  case.  Where  coal  is  involved,  a  new  owner, 
after  meeting  the  requirements  to  become  a 
qualified  surface  owner,  might  withhold  consent 
to  mine  the  federal  coal;  thus,  it  would  not  be 
available  for  leasing  and  development. 

Proposed  decisions  from  other  programs  that 
apply  to  lands  and  realty  management  are  CRM- 

2,  RVRM-2,  RVRM-3,  SWAM-1,  SWAM-2,  SWAM- 

3,  WHM-1,  WHM-2,  WHM-3,  WHM-4,  WHM-5,  and 
WHM-7. 


MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 


Leasable  Minerals 

Coal 

MM-1:  Federal  coal  lands  in  central  Campbell 
County  and  in  north  central  Sheridan  County  are 
the  priority  areas  available  for  consideration  for 
coal  leasing.  The  areas  identified  encompass 
about  378,000  acres  containing  about  26  billion 
tons  of  uncommitted  federal  coal  after  application 
of  the  coal  screening  process.  This  includes 
delineated  (but  unleased)  federal  coal  tracts 
(approximately  95,000  acres  containing  6  billion 
tons).  Competitive  tracts  in  any  coal  lease  sale 
occurring  after  a  possible  Powder  River  round  II 
sale  would  be  confined  to  the  priority  leasing 
consideration  areas  shown  on  map  9  for 
Alternatives.  The  coal  screening  process  for  these 
lands  is  discussed  in  appendix  2. 

Any  competitive  or  noncompetitive  coal  leasing 
that  may  occur  in  the  Thunder  Basin  National 
Grassland  is  subject  to  Forest  Service  land  use 
plans  covering  the  grassland  and  the  mitigating 
measures  defined  therein  (see  the  addendum  to 
appendix  2  in  the  additions  and  corrections  for 
appendixes  in  this  final  document). 

Rationale:  This  decision  will  enable  the  BLM 
to  consider  for  leasing  the  federal  coal  that  has 
the  highest  economic  potential  for  development 
and  that  is  best  served  by  existing  transport 
facilities,  in  areas  where  mining  would  be  most 
environmentally  acceptable  and  would  result  in 
the  least  economic  and  social  impact.  This  priority 
area  for  leasing  consideration  (shown  under 
Alternative  B  on  map  9)  would  serve  any  future 
need  for  competitive  leasing  of  coal  over  the  next 


ten-year  period,  or  longer.  (Proposed  decision 
MM-1  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  included 
76,000  acres  and  6  billion  tons  of  coal  in  PRLAs. 
Because  this  decision  deals  with  competitive  coal, 
references  to  the  PRLAs  have  been  moved  to 
proposed  decision  MM-3.) 

MM-2:  Delineated  coal  tracts  are  available  for 
consideration  for  competitive  leasing  in  one  coal 
lease  sale  beginning  with  the  second  round 
Powder  River  lease  sale.  Tracts  previously 
considered  for  leasing  and  newly  delineated  tracts 
will  be  available  for  consideration.  Any  coal  tract 
not  selected  for  inclusion  in  a  lease  sale  or  any 
tract  included  in  a  lease  sale  but  not  sold  can 
be  either  redelineated  or  dropped  from  further 
consideration  for  sale. 

Rationale;  Tracts  not  sold  after  being  offered 
in  a  lease  sale  may  not  be  feasible  for  leasing 
for  various  reasons  such  as  lower  coal  quality, 
environmental  problems,  economic  conflicts,  or 
extensive  requirements  for  transportation 
facilities.  New  data,  new  studies,  or  new  interest 
in  development  may  require  significant  changes 
In  the  boundaries  of  these  tracts.  This  decision 
allows  the  BLM  to  redefine  boundaries  or  to 
change  the  character  of  future  competitive  tracts 
completely  after  evaluating  responses  to  a  new 
call  for  expressions  of  interest.  This  decision 
would  not  affect  tracts  currently  being  considered 
for  a  possible  round  II  Powder  River  competitive 
coal  lease  sale.  The  potential  round  II  tracts  are 
defined  on  table  2-3  and  on  map  9. 

MM-3:  Federal  coal  land  available  to  be 
considered  for  lease  modifications,  emergency 
leases,  and  exchanges  includes  the  uncommitted 
coal  land  determined  to  be  acceptable  for  coal 
development  and  leasing  consideration  both 
within  the  priority  areas  for  competitive  leasing 
(as  described  in  MM-1,  above)  and  outside  the 
priority  areas  for  competitive  leasing. 

Rationale:  As  needs  arise  for  lease 
modifications,  emergency  leases,  or  exchanges, 
the  BLM  is  required  to  address  those  needs  that 
qualify  by  law  or  regulation.  When  a  need  for  a 
specific  lease  modification,  emergency  lease,  or 
exchange  is  identified  in  the  next  ten  years,  the 
federal  coal  land  to  meet  that  need  will  be  defined. 
For  this  reason,  no  restrictions  are  placed  on  land 
that  can  be  used  in  meeting  those  needs  at  this 
time,  except  that  it  must  be  uncommitted  federal 
coal  land  on  which  the  coal  screening  process 
and  land  use  planning  processes  have  been 
applied.  The  coal  screening  and  planning 
processes  are  described  in  appendix  2. 

The  BLM  will  process  noncompetitive 
preference  right  lease  applications  (PRLAs).  Fifty- 
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two  PRLAs  on  record  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
encompass  about  76,000  acres  and  contain  about 
6  billion  tons  of  coal.  All  outstanding  applications 
or  actions  on  those  applications  are  presented  in 
table  2-4.  The  BLM  has  determined  that  an  EIS 
is  necessary  to  consider  the  cumulative  impacts 
of  leasing  PRLAs  that  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  law  and  regulations.  After  that  EIS  is 
completed,  applicants  who  hold  preference  rights 
will  be  asked  to  submit  their  final  showings.  The 
final  showing  for  each  PRLA  will  then  be  evaluated 
and  a  decision  made  either  to  issue  a  coal  lease 
to  the  applicant  or  to  reject  the  PRLA. 

MM-4:  On  coal  leases  for  which  mining  and 
reclamation  plans  have  been  approved,  authorize 
oil  and  gas  drilling  and  production  only  where 
such  activities  would  not  conflict  with  coal  mining. 
In  cases  where  conflicts  cannot  be  resolved,  oil 
and  gas  drilling  and  production  will  be  deferred. 

Rationale:  On  a  coal  lease  for  which  a  mining 
and  reclamation  plan  has  already  been  approved, 
new  oil  and  gas  activity  could  require  costly 
changes  in  planning  and  mining  operations  or 
could  result  in  a  loss  of  coal.  Simultaneous 
development  could  occur  in  cases  where  oil  and 
gas  activity  would  not  interfere  with  mining 
operations.  Delaying  oil  and  gas  drilling  and 
production  in  cases  where  conflicts  could  not  be 
resolved  would  ensure  conservation  of  both 
resources. 

Oil  and  Gas 

MM-5:  Defer  coal  leasing  in  producing  oil  and 
gas  fields  unless  or  until  coal  development  will 
not  interfere  with  the  economic  recovery  of  the 
oil  and  gas  resource,  as  determined  case  by  case 
by  the  BLM. 

About  175,000  acres  containing  about  20  billion 
tons  of  federal  coal  lie  within  KGSs.  Oil  and  gas 
fields  are  defined  in  this  plan  by  the  boundaries 
of  identified  KGSs.  The  coal  screening  process 
has  already  been  applied  on  federal  coal  lands 
in  KGSs;  therefore,  it  will  be  possible  to  lease  coal 
in  a  KGS  whenever  the  BLM  determines  that  all 
or  parts  of  a  KGS  are  no  longer  required  for  oil 
and  gas  operations  or  that  site-specific  conflicts 
between  oil  and  gas  production  and  coal 
development  can  be  mitigated. 

The  public  will  be  invited  to  supply  information 
regarding  oil  and  gas  operations  during  coal 
activity  planning.  If  the  BLM  concurs  with  the 
information  indicating  that  coal  leasing  will  not 
interfere  with  recovery  of  the  oil  and  gas  in  a  KGS, 
a  coal  tract  could  then  be  delineated  in  the  KGS 
and  could  be  considered  further  for  coal  leasing. 


Before  potential  coal  lease  tracts  in  oil  and  gas 
fields  are  delineated,  the  BLM  site-specific 
analysis  team  will  conduct  a  field  review  of 
possible  lease  tract  areas,  especially  those  in 
which  high  interest  in  coal  leasing  has  been 
expressed.  Any  new  information  gathered  during 
the  field  review  regarding  oil  and  gas  operations 
will  be  considered  before  coal  tracts  are 
delineated.  This  could  result  in  KGS  areas  being 
made  available  for  coal  leasing  or  in  new  areas 
being  deferred  where  conflicts  exist. 

Following  tract  delineation,  any  new  oil  and  gas 
operations  occurring  within  a  coal  tract  or  new 
oil  and  gas  information  regarding  a  tract  will  be 
analyzed  during  the  coal  activity  planning  process. 

Rationale:  This  decision  will  maximize 
production  of  energy  resources  without  allowing 
development  of  one  resource  to  the  detriment  of 
the  other.  The  quantities  of  coal  available  for 
potential  new  leasing  make  it  unnecessary  to 
create  conflicts  between  coal  and  oil  and  gas 
production  within  the  resource  area.  Case-by- 
case  consideration  will  provide  an  opportunity  for 
evaluation  of  the  potential  for  development  of  the 
resource  and  will  minimize  conflicts. 

MM-6:  Lease  for  oil  and  gas  development  (after 
congressional  action  not  to  designate  as 
wilderness)  6,423  acres  in  the  Gardner  Mountain 
WSA,  10,089  acres  in  the  North  Fork  WSA,  and 
12,419  acres  in  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA  with 
the  terms  and  conditions  shown  on  the  Oil  and 
Gas/Watershed  and  Oil  and  Gas/Wildlife  maps  for 
each  WSA..  Updated  WSA  maps  are  available  at 
the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  office. 

Rationale:  Leasing  these  lands  will  help  to 
maximize  the  acreage  available  for  oil  and  gas 
leasing,  but  the  sensitive  environment  in  these 
areas  will  still  be  protected  when  the  terms  and 
conditions  are  applied. 


Salable  Minerals 

MM-7:  Except  for  sites  designated  for  free  use 
by  city,  county,  and  state  entities  and  those 
designated  for  common  use  of  mineral  materials, 
the  entire  resource  area  is  available  for  mineral 
material  sales  upon  application.  Sites  listed  in 
appendix  4  under  "Disposal  Areas  for  Salable 
Minerals"  are  designated  for  specific  mineral 
material  disposals.  A  final  decision  on  each 
possible  disposal  area  is  made  when  the 
application  is  processed.  The  processing  includes 
preparation  of  a  site-specific  EA.  Findings  of  some 
EAs  may  result  in  denial  of  applications  for  some 
specific  locations.  When  the  mineral  material  sale 
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TABLE  2-4 

PREFERENCE  RIGHT  LEASE  APPLICATIONS  IN  THE  BUFFALO  RESOURCE  AREA 

(as  of  January  1985) 


PRLA 

Project 

Tonnage 

Serial 

Name  and 

(million 

Number 

Location 
Ulm  Project 

Applicant 
Fred  C.  Woodson 

Acreage 
5,519 

tons) 

Comments 

W-3818 

99 

W-3819 

Sheridan  County 

W-8307 

W-8308 

Consolidation  Coal  Company 

13,784 

620 

W-8309 

Wildcat  Project 

W-8310 

Campbell  County 

W-8311 

W-8312 

W-11128 

W-24984 

Peabody  Coal  Company 

5,129 

45 

Application  withdrawn 

W-24985 

by  company 

W-26198 

South  Gillette 

W-26199 

Campbell  County 

W-32061 

W-32062 

W-87204 

Caballo  Project 
Campbell  County 

Carter  Mining  Company 

480 

W-9036 

Belle  Fourche 

Project 
Campbell  County 

John  Wold 

80 

37 

Rejected 

Not  calculated  in  total 

figures 

W-16876 

East  Black 

Thunder  Project 
Campbell  County 

ARCO  (Anaconda) 

80 

Added  into  total  for 
the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area 

(part  in  TBNG*) 

W-25717 

W-25718 

Rochelle  Project 

Peabody  Coal  Company 

2,324 

39.1 

Added  into  total  for 

W-32064 

Campbell  County 

the  Buffalo  Resource 

W-32065 

(part  in  TBNG*) 

W-32068 

W-25719 

North  Antelope 

North  Antelope  Coal  Company 

880 

27.5 

Added  into  total  for 

W- 3 2 067 

ProJ.,  Campbell 

(Peabody) 

the  Buffalo  Resource 

W-60638 

County  (part  in 
Converse  County, 
part  in  TBNG*) 

Area 

W-1598 

Western  Fuels  Association, 

23",  92  7 

238 

W-1599 

Inc. 

W-2275 

W-4995 

Thunderbird 

W-4996 

Project 

W-56843 

Campbell  and 

W-56844 

Johnson  counties 

W-56845 

W-58482 

W-58483 

W-58484 

W-58485 

W-1595 

John  Wold  and  Page  Jenkins 

23.889 

4,600 

In  situ  and  open  pit 

W-1596 

recovery 

W-1597 

W-2273 

Thunderbird  II 

W-2274 

Project 

W-2276 

Campbell  and 

W-4997 

Johnson  counties 

W-4998 

U-16313 

W-59444 

W-59461 

W-59463 

W-59464 

Total 


76,092 


5,705.6 


Thunder  Basin  National  Grassland 
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is  approved,  stipulations  are  attached  to  protect 
the  environment  and  to  ensure  successful 
reclamation. 

The  use  of  mineral  materials  for  road 
construction  and  maintenance  by  state  and 
county  highway  departments  will  receive  priority 
attention. 

Rationale:  Disposal  of  mineral  materials  from 
designated  sites  will  reduce  environmental 
impacts  while  maximizing  public  benefits  realized 
from  disposal  of  a  limited  commodity. 


Other  Applicable  Proposed  Decisions 

Proposed  decisions  from  other  programs  that 
apply  to  management  of  all  minerals  (coal,  oil  and 
gas,  and  salable  minerals)  are  CRM-2,  LR-2,  LR- 
4,  RVRM-2,  RVRM-3,  SWAM-1,  SWAM-2,  SWAM- 
3,  WHM-1,  WHM-2,  WHM-3,  WHM-4,  WHM-5,  and 
WHM-7. 


RECREATION  AND  VISUAL 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 


RVRM-1:  Public  lands  in  Campbell  and 
Sheridan  counties  are  designated  for  ORV  use  as 
shown  on  table  2-5. 

All  public  lands  in  Johnson  County  already  have 
been  designated  as  either  open,  closed,  or 
available  for  limited  ORV  use.  All  designations  will 
be  evaluated  continuously  for  effectiveness,  and 
areas  may  be  reclassified  according  to  the  BLM 
planning  system  or  in  response  to  resource- 
related  problems. 

Rationale:  ORV  designations  are  mandated  by 
Executive  Orders  11644  and  11989.  Designations 
will  help  reduce  resource  damage  such  as  soil 
disturbance,  loss  of  vegetation,  and  disturbance 
of  wildlife  that  could  be  caused  by  indiscriminate 
vehicle  use  on  public  land. 

RVRM-2:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  or 
occupancy  on  public  lands  in  the  Red  Wall/Hole- 
in-the-Wall  area,  within  Middle  Fork  Canyon  and 
within  V2  mile  of  the  canyon  rims,  and  on  the  Dry 
Creek  Petrified  Tree  environmental  education  site 
unless  the  prohibition  is  waived  by  the  authorized 
officer.  Whether  or  not  the  prohibition  is  waived 
will  depend  on  the  results  of  an  evaluation  of 
engineering  drawings  (if  applicable),  location  and 
design  of  facilities,  and  a  visual  contrast  rating. 
A  waiver  may  be  granted  if  it  is  determined  that 


the  action  could  occur  without  causing  significant 
adverse  impacts.  The  area  on  which  surface 
occupancy  is  prohibited  (unless  waived)  includes 
approximately  7,200  acres  of  federal  surface  and 
minerals  in  the  Red  Wall/Hole-in-the-Wall  area, 
12,000  acres  in  Middle  Fork  Canyon  (of  which 
10,200  acres  is  federal  surface),  and  40  acres  of 
federal  surface  and  minerals  in  the  Dry  Creek  area. 

Rationale:  Each  of  these  areas  contains  one  or 
a  combination  of  important  resources  such  as 
wildlife  habitat,  wildlife  diversity,  high  visual 
quality,  and  significant  cultural,  historic,  or 
paleontologic  values.  Special  consideration  for 
these  resources  will  ensure  that  any  proposed 
development  would  not  alter  the  integrity  of  these 
areas. 

RVRM-3:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  or 
occupancy  within  200  feet  of  the  edge  of  state 
and  federal  highways  unless  the  prohibition  is 
waived  by  the  authorized  officer.  Whether  or  not 
the  prohibition  is  waived  will  depend  on  the  results 
of  an  evaluation  of  engineering  drawings  (if 
applicable),  the  location  designation,  public  safety 
considerations,  and  a  visual  contrast  rating.  A 
waiver  may  be  granted  if  it  is  determined  that 
public  safety  and  visual  resources  would  not  be 
significantly  affected.  Specialized  painting  may  be 
required  to  protect  visual  integrity. 

Rationale:  Establishment  of  a  buffer  zone  will 
help  enhance  highway  safety  by  reducing 
potential  problems  caused  by  unnecessary 
ingress  and  egress  from  the  highway.  It  also  will 
reduce  the  visual  effects  associated  with  BLM- 
related  activities  along  heavily  used  public  roads. 
Visual  intrusions  are  extremely  sensitive  in  high 
use  areas  such  as  highways. 

RVRM-4:  Provide  access  to  the  Gardner 
Mountain  and  North  Fork  WSAs  by  existing 
roadbed  and  new  construction.  A  trail  will  be 
constructed  to  provide  access  from  an  existing 
county  road  to  the  vicinity  of  the  present  Gardner 
Mountain  WSA.  A  parking  area  will  be  built  on 
public  land  near  the  county  road,  and  a  horseback 
and  hiking  trail  will  lead  from  the  parking  area 
to  the  boundary  of  the  present  WSA  and  into  the 
unit.  If  demand  is  as  great  as  anticipated,  one 
primitive  campground  will  be  developed  in  the 
vicinity  and  one  inside  the  present  WSA. 

A  foot  and  horseback  trail  will  be  constructed 
for  access  to  the  present  North  Fork  WSA. 
Trailhead  parking  will  be  provided  on  public  land 
near  a  county  road  outside  the  unit.  A  primitive 
campground  will  be  developed  inside  the  present 
WSA  if  use  is  as  great  as  expected. 

Rationale:  Providing  access  to  these  WSAs  for 
public  use  will  open  two  large  blocks  of  public 
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TABLE  2-5 


PROPOSED  OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATIONS 
FOR  CAMPBELL  AND  SHERIDAN  COUNTIES 


Acreage 
by  County 


Total 
Acreage 


Open  Areas 

Closed  Areas 

Limited  Areas  A— Vehicle  travel  Is  permitted 
only  on  existing  roads  and 
vehicle  routes: 

Campbell  County 
Sheridan  County 
Johnson  County 

Total  Limited  Areas  A 

Limited  Areas  B— Vehicle  travel  is  permitted 
only  on  roads  and  vehicle 
routes  designated  by  BLM: 


189,267 

50,730 

326,187 


20,386 
3.650 


566,184 


Campbell  County 
Sheridan  County 
Johnson  County 

46,800 

0 

124,182 

Total  Limited  Areas  B 

170,982 

Limited  Areas  C— Vehicle  travel  is  limited 

to  time  or  season  of  use: 

Campbell  County 
Sheridan  County 
Johnson  County 

0 

0 

37.646 

Total  Limited  Areas  C 

37.646 

Total  public  lands  in  the  three  counties 

798,848 

land  for  the  first  time.  Both  areas  offer  excellent 
opportunities  for  recreational  activities. 
Proposed  decisions  from  other  programs  that 
apply  to  recreation  and  visual  resource 
management  are  CRM-2,  LR-2,  SWAM-1,  SWAM- 
2,  SWAM-3,  WHM-1,  WHM-2,  WHM-3,  WHM-4, 
WHM-5,  and  WHM-7. 

SOIL,  WATER,  AND  AIR 
MANAGEMENT 


SWAIVI-I:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  or 
occupancy  on  specific  sites  within  areas  of  severe 


erosion  hazard  (see  map  12)  from  l\1arch  1  through 
June  15  unless  the  prohibition  Is  waived  by  the 
authorized  officer.  Whether  or  not  the  prohibition 
is  waived  will  depend  on  weather  conditions  and 
visible  moisture  conditions  of  the  soil  such  as 
potential  for  rutting  and  erosion.  A  waiver  may 
be  granted  if  the  weather  conditions  are  essentially 
dry  and  if  only  minor  rutting  can  be  expected, 
or  the  proposed  design  of  the  facility  adequately 
accommodates  the  concern. 

Rationale:  Areas  of  severe  erosion  hazard  are 
characterized  by  shallow,  erosive,  or  fragile  soils 
on  moderate  to  steep  slopes.  Disturbance  of  these 
soils  in  spring,  when  the  soil  surface  is  saturated, 
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greatly  increases  the  potential  for  accelerated 
erosion. 

SWAM-2:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  within 
500  feet  of  any  reservoir,  well,  or  perennial  stream 
unless  the  prohibition  is  waived  by  the  authorized 
officer.  Whether  or  not  the  prohibition  is  waived 
will  depend  on  the  location  of  the  action  in  relation 
to  the  water;  for  example,  on  a  terrace  sloping 
away  from  the  water  or  with  a  ridge  between  the 
disturbance  and  the  water.  A  waiver  may  be 
granted  if  it  is  determined  that  the  water  would 
not  be  contaminated. 

Surface  development  proposals  that  involve 
intermittent  and  ephemeral  streams  (as  identified 
on  USGS  7  y2-minute  topographic  maps)  will  be 
evaluated,  and  effects  will  be  mitigated  as 
necessary  through  site-specific  mitigation,  or  the 
development  may  be  moved  a  sufficient  distance 
to  ensure  natural  drainage  integrity.  The 
restriction  applies  to  intermittent  streams  and  well- 
defined  ephemeral  streams  where  watershed 
conditions  indicate  that  the  potential  exists  for  the 
stream  to  carry  sufficient  amounts  of  water  to 
damage  surface  facilities  or  to  result  in  damage 
to  dike  channel. 

This  decision  will  be  applied  case  by  case.  It 
will  not  apply  to  every  topographic  depression  or 
every  drainage  that  might  conceivably  carry  runoff 
at  some  time;  rather,  it  applies  to  drainages  that 
have  the  potential  to  affect  live  streams.  The 
environmental  analysis  in  chapter  2  of  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS  contains  figures  for  only  the 
perennial  streams  in  the  resource  area.  It  is  not 
anticipated  that  application  of  the  decision  to 
intermittent  or  ephemeral  streams  will  occur 
frequently. 

Rationale:  Requiring  a  buffer  zone  of  at  least 
500  feet  between  the  disturbance  or  facility  and 
the  water  source  will  reduce  the  potential  for 
accidental  contamination  of  surface  and 
subsurface  water. 

SWAM-3:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  or 
occupancy  on  slopes  of  more  than  25%  (see  map 
12)  unless  the  prohibition  is  waived  by  the 
authorized  officer.  Whether  or  not  the  prohibition 
is  waived  will  depend  on  the  results  of  an 
evaluation  of  engineering  drawings  (if  applicable), 
mining  plans,  or  plans  of  operation.  A  waiver  may 
be  granted  if  it  is  determined  that  the  action  could 
occur  without  significantly  accelerating  soil 
erosion. 

Rationale:  Surface  disturbance  of  soils  on 
slopes  of  more  than  25%  could  result  in 
accelerated  soil  erosion  from  the  disturbed  sites, 
making  reclamation  very  difficult. 


SWAM-4:  Fence  the  head  seepage  areas  of  all 
spring  developments  on  public  surface.  The  exact 
area  to  be  fenced  will  be  determined  after  field 
inspection.  The  fences  normally  will  enclose  an 
area  about  50  feet  square.  It  is  expected  that  the 
heads  of  six  or  seven  spring  developments  will 
be  fenced  over  the  next  ten  years. 

Rationale:  Livestock  and  wildlife  tend  to 
concentrate  in  the  spring  seep  areas,  reducing 
water  quality  through  siltation  and  damaging 
riparian  vegetation  by  trampling.  Fencing  the  seep 
areas  will  improve  water. quality  by  reducing 
siltation  and  reduce  maintenance  costs  while 
increasing  the  useful  life  of  the  project. 


MANAGEMENT  OF  WSAs 


WM-1:  Recommend  all  three  WSAs  for 
nondesignation  as  wilderness. 

This  is  a  preliminary  recommendation.  It  is 
subject  to  change  during  administrative  review. 
If  this  recommendation  is  accepted  by  Congress, 
28,931  acres  will  be  available  for  full  multiple  use 
management.  The  specific  management  direction 
for  each  WSA  is  shown  in  appendix  7. 

Rationale:  The  ecosystem  of  the  North  Fork  and 
Gardner  Mountain  WSAs  is  already  well 
represented  in  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System.  Designation  of  these  areas 
as  wilderness  would  not  contribute  to  balancing 
the  geographic  distribution  of  wildernesss  areas 
within  the  system.  Energy  resource  values  are  high 
in  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA,  and  timber 
resource  values  are  high  in  the  North  Fork  WSA. 


WILDLIFE  HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT 


WHM-1:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  and 
occupancy  in  the  Ed  O.  Taylor,  Kerns,  Bud  Love, 
and  Amsden  Creek  crucial  winter  ranges  for  big 
game  (see  map  14)  unless  the  prohibition  is  waived 
by  the  authorized  officer.  Whether  or  not  the 
prohibition  is  waived  will  depend  on  the  type  of 

action  proposed  and  the  effect  it  would  have  on 
big  game.  A  waiver  may  be  granted  if  it  is 
determined  that  there  would  be  no  significant 
adverse  effects  on  big  game. 

These  four  big  game  ranges  are  crucial  winter 
range  for  elk  and  winter/yearlong  areas  for  deer. 
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All  are  managed  by  the  WGFD.  They  contain 
approximately  27,000  acres  of  federal  minerals, 
including  4,000  acres  of  federal  surface.  Besides 
providing  crucial  winter  and  yearlong  habitat  for 
big  game,  all  the  ranges  also  are  important 
seasonal  use  areas  for  numerous  small  game  and 
nongame  species. 

Rationale:  Allowing  unrestricted  development 
in  these  areas  would  be  contrary  to  an  existing 
memorandum  of  understanding  between  the  BLM 
and  the  WGFD,  which  manages  the  state-owned 
surface  in  the  game  range.  Occupancy  and 
disturbance  of  the  surface  would  displace  big 
game  from  crucial  areas;  consequently,  herd 
health  would  be  lowered  because  of  stress.  The 
result  would  be  a  corresponding  loss  in  elk  and 
deer  numbers. 

WHM-2:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  in  crucial 
big  game  winter  range  between  November  15  and 
April  30.  In  addition,  prohibit  surface  occupancy 
in  elk  calving  areas.  The  decision  may  be  waived 
by  the  authorized  officer.  Whether  or  not  the 
prohibition  is  waived  will  depend  on  the  type  of 
action  proposed,  the  exact  location  of  the  action, 
and  the  exact  dates  on  which  different  phases  of 
the  action  would  occur.  A  waiver  may  be  granted 
if  it  is  determined  that  crucial  habitat  would  not 
be  significantly  affected  during  important 
seasons. 

To  date,  106,000  acres  of  federal  minerals 
(46,000  acres  of  federal  surface)  have  been 
identified  as  crucial  elk  winter  range  and  9,000 
acres  of  federal  minerals  (600  acres  of  federal 
surface)  as  elk  calving  areas. 

Rationale:  These  crucial  seasonal  use  areas  are 
limited  by  specific  habitat  characteristics;  for 
example,  elk  are  less  tolerant  of  human  activity 
than  other  big  game  species  and  will  readily 
displace  to  lower  quality  areas  away  from  human 
activity.  As  a  result,  herd  health  and  reproduction 
can  decline,  resulting  in  lower  herd  numbers. 

WHM-3:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  and 
occupancy  within  250  yards  of  sharp-tailed  grouse 
dancing  grounds  at  any  time.  Prohibit  surface 
disturbance  within  an  additional  V2-mile  radius  of 
sharp-tailed  grouse  dancing  grounds  from  April 
1  through  May  30  (see  map  14)  unless  the 
prohibition  is  waived  by  the  authorized  officer. 
Whether  or  not  the  prohibition  on  surface 
disturbance  within  the  additional  y2-mile  radius  is 
waived  will  depend  on  the  type  of  action,  the  exact 
location  of  the  action  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  designated  areas,  and  the  exact  dates  on  which 
the  different  phases  of  the  action  would  occur. 
A  waiver  may  be  granted  if  it  is  determined  that 
crucial  habitat  would  not  be  significantly  affected 
during  important  seasons. 


Currently,  240  acres  of  federal  minerals  (80 
acres  of  federal  surface)  have  been  identified  for 
no  surface  occupancy  at  any  time  and  7,100  acres 
of  federal  minerals  (800  acres  of  federal  surface) 
have  been  identified  for  the  seasonal  "no  surface 
disturbance"  limitation.  The  seasonal  limitation 
does  not  apply  to  maintenance  and  operation  of 
existing  facilities. 

Rationale:  The  "no  surface  occupancy" 
distance  of  250  yards  and  the  y2-mile  seasonal 
buffer  zone  are  minimal  distances  that  will  prevent 
breeding  ground  disruption  and  possible 
abandonment.  Some  human  activities  and 
facilities  might  have  little  impact  on  sharp-tailed 
grouse,  depending  on  the  location  and  the 
distance  from  breeding  activity.  Therefore,  the 
restriction  on  surface  disturbance  within  the 
additional  1/2-mile  radius  may  be  waived  afterfield 
inspection. 

WHM-4:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  and 
occupancy  within  a  V4-mile  radius  of  the  center 
of  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  with  no 
exceptions.  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  within  an 
additional  1  Va-mile  radius  from  March  1  to  June 
15  (see  map  14)  unless  the  prohibition  is  waived 
by  the  authorized  officer.  Whether  or  not  the 
prohibition  on  surface  disturbance  within  the 
additional  1  %-mile  radius  is  waived  will  depend 
on  the  type  of  action,  the  exact  location  of  the 
action  within  the  designated  areas,  and  the  exact 
dates  on  which  the  different  phases  of  an  action 
would  occur.  A  waiver  may  be  granted  if  it  is 
determined  that  crucial  habitat  would  not  be 
significantly  affected  during  important  seasons. 

About  3,500  acres  of  federal  minerals  (200  acres 
of  federal  surface)  have  been  identified  as  "no 
surface  occupancy"  areas,  and  approximately 
170,000  acres  of  federal  minerals  (8,000  acres  of 
federal  surface)  are  affected  by  the  seasonal  "no 
surface  disturbance"  stipulation. 

Rationale:  The  no  surface  occupancy  and 
seasonal  activity  buffer  zones  correspond  to 
recommendations  from  literature  and  scientific 
study.  Although  some  studies  have  shown  that 
surface-disturbing  activity  does  not  appear  to 
affect  breeding  behavior  of  sage  grouse  in 
proximity  to  the  lek  center,  documented  lower 
productivity  and  abandonment  of  strutting 
grounds  in  the  resource  area  have  been  attributed 
to  human  activity  during  this  crucial  period. 

WHM-5:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  or 
occupancy  within  a  biologic  buffer  zone  around 
active  nests  of  raptor  species  of  high  federal 
interest  according  to  USFWS  guidelines,  unless 
the  prohibition  is  waived  by  the  authorized  officer. 
Whether  or   not  the   prohibition   is  waived   or 
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modified  will  depend  on  the  type  of  action,  the 
exact  location  of  the  action  within  the  biologic 
buffer  zone,  and  the  exact  dates  on  which  different 
phases  of  an  action  would  occur.  A  waiver  nnay 
be  granted  if  it  is  determined  that  crucial  habitat 
would  not  be  significantly  affected  during 
important  seasons.  The  current  USFWS  seasonal 
guidelines  are  as  follows:  golden  eagle,  February 
1  through  July  15;  osprey  and  merlin,  April  15 
through  August  15;  prairie  falcon,  March  15 
through  August  1;  ferruginous  hawk,  March  15 
through  July  15;  Cooper's  hawk,  April  1  through 
August  15;  burrowing  owl,  April  15  through  July 
15;  and  Swainson's  hawk,  April  1  through  July 
15. 

An  active  nest  is  defined  as  one  that  has  been 
used  at  least  once  during  the  previous  three  years. 
The  size  of  each  buffer  zone  will  be  determined 
case  by  case,  and  specific  raptor  nesting  periods, 
topography,  and  raptor  prey  habitat  surrounding 
the  nest  site  will  be  considered.  For  the  purpose 
of  environmental  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  most 
buffer  zones  surrounding  high-interest  raptor 
nests  encompass  a  radius  of  about  72  mile;  thus, 
approximately  101,000  acres  of  federal  minerals 
(14,000  acres  of  federal  surface)  are  affected  by 
this  decision. 

Rationale:  The  dates  in  the  guidelines 
correspond  with  the  approximate  time  of  nest 
construction,  egg  laying,  incubation,  and  fledging 
of  each  raptor  species.  Continuous  surface- 
disturbing  activity  can  cause  nest  abandonment, 
especially  during  nest  building  and  incubation. 
Raptor  species  often  can  tolerate  nearby  human 
activity  when  the  activity  is  screened  by  vegetation 
or  topography.  For  this  reason,  site-specific 
analysis  is  needed  before  any  action  takes  place. 

WHM-6:  Develop  HMPs  to  improve  and  protect 
wildlife  habitat  In  the  following  priority 
areas:  South  Big  Horns  HMP  (1985),  including  a 
portion  or  all  of  the  Gardner  Mountain  and  North 
Fork  WSAs;  Wetlands  and  Aquatic  HMP  (1986); 
and  Powder  River  Breaks  HMP  (1987). 

The  south  Big  Horns  HMP  area,  which  covers 
approximately  108,000  acres  of  public  surface,  is 
essential  habitat  for  many  wildlife  species, 
including  elk,  mule  deer,  antelope,  mountain  lion, 
small  game,  and  nongame  species.  The  need  for 
this  HMP  was  initially  identified  in  the  previous 
MFP.  Work  is  underway,  and  the  HMP  is  expected 
to  be  completed  by  summer  1985,  in  accordance 
with  the  MFP 

The  wetlands/aquatic  HMP  will  be  developed 
for  the  entire  resource  area  to  emphasize  water 


quality  and  wetland,  riparian,  and  fisheries  habitat 
that  is  in  less  than  satisfactory  condition.  Priority 
will  be  first,  maintenance  or  improvement  of  50 
miles  of  streams  in  the  south  Big  Horns;  second, 
maintenance  or  improvement  of  riparian  and 
wetland  areas  in  less  than  good  condition 
throughout  the  resource  area. 

The  Powder  River  Breaks  HMP  will  cover  about 
257,000  acres.  The  area  contains  important  winter 
and  yearlong  range  for  elk,  mule  deer,  and 
antelope,  as  well  as  habitat  for  numerous  small 
game  and  nongame  species. 

All  HMPs  will  be  developed  in  cooperation  with 
the  WGFD  under  authority  of  the  Sikes  Act. 
Implementation  of  the  HMPs  will  be  coordinated 
with  the  development  of  the  AMPs  prepared  for 
the  "I"  category  allotments  and  with  other  activity 
plans. 

Rationale:  Crucial  winter  and  yearlong  habitat 
for  elk  and  deer  in  the  south  Big  Horns  is  limited 
by  the  availability  of  forage,  cover,  and  water. 
Implementation  of  the  HMP  will  improve  these 
habitat  conditions  and  limit  habitat  degradation 
from  timber  harvesting,  mineral  development, 
livestock  grazing,  and  recreational  pursuits. 

A  wetland  HMP  is  needed  to  maintain  the 
streams  or  wetland  areas  on  BLM-administered 
land  that  are  now  in  good  condition  and  to  improve 
streams  or  wetland  areas  in  less  than  satisfactory 
condition.  Objectives  are  to  increase  duck  and 
goose  production,  to  create  additional  fish  habitat, 
and  to  improve  habitat  for  all  wildlife  species  that 
use  wetland  sites. 

Forage  and  water  are  limited  in  many  areas  in 
the  Powder  River  Breaks.  Implementation  of  the 
HMP  will  improve  habitat  conditions  for  all  wildlife. 
Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  meeting  population 
objectives  stated  in  the  WGFD  strategic  plan. 

WHM-7:  Prohibit  surface  disturbance  or 
occupancy  within  V2  mile  of  communal  winter 
roosts  for  bald  eagles  (see  map  14),  and  prohibit 
surface  disturbance  within  a  biologic  buffer  zone 
around  the  roosts  from  November  1  through 
March  30.  The  prohibition  can  be  waived  by  the 
authorized  officer.Whether  or  not  the  prohibition 
is  waived  will  depend  on  the  type  of  action,  the 
exact  location  of  the  action  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  biologic  buffer  zone,  and  the  exact  dates 
on  which  the  different  phases  of  the  action  would 
occur.  A  waiver  may  be  granted  if  it  is  determined 
that  crucial  habitat  would  not  be  affected  during 
the  most  important  part  of  the  season. 
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The  Va-mile  zone  around  roosts  will  be  analyzed 
and  possibly  revised  once  a  specific  activity  is 
proposed.  Biologic  buffer  zones  will  then  be 
established  on  the  basis  of  topography,  vegetative 
screening,  and  essential  foraging  areas.  A  total 
of  approxinnately  500  acres  will  be  affected  by  the 
y2-mile  "no  surface  occupancy"  designation  and 
approximately  1,400  more  acres  by  the  seasonal 
limitation. 

Rationale:  Bald  eagles  choose  communal  roost 
sites  for  specific  habitat  characteristics  such  as 
proximity  to  available  food  and  aspect  and  density 
of  conifer  or  deciduous  trees,  which  afford 
protection  from  inclement  weather.  This 
endangered  species  will  readily  be  displaced  from 
an  area  by  continuous  surface-disturbing  activity. 
This  could  cause  them  to  expend  more  metabolic 
energy  in  search  of  food  and  thermal  cover,  with 
a  resultant  decline  in  reproduction. 

Proposed  decisions  from  other  programs  that 
apply  to  wildlife  habitat  management  are  CRM- 
2,  FM-3,  GM-3,  LR-2,  LR-4,  RVRM-2,  SWAM-1, 
SWAM-2,  SWAM-3,  and  SWAM-4. 


APPROVAL  OF  THE  RMP 


The  proposed  decisions  described  above 
constitute  the  proposed  management  plan  for  the 
Buffalo  Resource  Area.  They  will  become  effective 
upon  approval  of  a  record  of  decision. 


MONITORING  AND  EVALUATION 
OF  THE  RMP 


The  Buffalo  Resource  Area  plan  will  be 
continually  monitored  and  evaluated  during  its 
ten-year  life  for  its  management  effectiveness  and 
for  its  ability  to  meet  public  needs  and  demands, 
BLM  policy,  and  stated  objectives.  Should 
monitoring  reveal  that  changes  in  the  plan  are 
necessary,  they  can  be  achieved  through  plan 
maintenance  (administrative  modification), 
amendments  to  specific  parts  of  the  plan,  or  a 
new  or  revised  RMP/EIS. 


ADDITIONS   AND   CORRECTIONS   FOR    CHAPTER  2 


Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph 
at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as  paragraph  1.  The  changed  or  added  material 
In  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 


Draft 
Page 


Column 


Para- 
graph 


Line(s) 


Should  Read 


16 
20 

26 
46 
48 


Second      heading 


14,  15 


2,3 


1-3 


Maximum  LivestockForage 
Production  on  "I"  Allotments 

.  .  .  two  WSAs  and  the  Middle  Fork 
Management  Area.  The  fire 
classifications  are  shown  on  map  4;  the 
locations  of  the  WSAs  and  the  Middle  Fork 
Management  Area  are  shown  on  map  3. 

...  of  the  Red  Wall,  which  has  the 
potential  for  nomination  as  a 

National    .  . 

About  3,500  acres  have  been 
identified  .  .  .  and  approximately 
170,000  acres  are  affected  .  .  . 

. .  .  approximately  101,000  acres 
are  affected  . . . 
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NOTE 

Chapter  3  has  not  been  reprinted  in  this  final 
RMP/EIS.  Additions  and  corrections  to  that 
chapter  appear  in  the  pages  following  this  divider. 


Chapter  Three 


The  Affected  Environment 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  3 


Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph 
at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as  paragraph  1.  The  changed  or  added  material 
in  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 


Draft 
Page 


Column 


Para- 
graph 


Line(s) 


Should  Read 


79  2  Table  Column  head,  "Percentage  of  Plant  Cover" 

3-8  should  be  "Percentage  of  Potential  Plant 

Composition."  Footnote  should  be  added, 
as  follows:  NOTE:  Ecological  range 
condition  is  determined  by  finding  the 
percentage  of  composition  of  the  existing 
plant  community  relative  to  what  the  site  is 
naturally  capable  of  producing. 

80  2  4  1-3         Approximately  700  authorized  range 

improvement  projects  are  already  in 
place  on  public  land  in  the  resource 
area.  Most  are  . .  . 

81  Table  Column  head,  "Percentage  of  Original  Plant 

3-9  Cover"  should  be  "Percentage  of 

Potential  Plant  Composition.  Footnote 
should  be  added,  as  follows:  NOTE: 
Ecological  range  condition  is  determined  by 
finding  the  percentage  of  composition  of  the 
existing  plant  community  relative  to  what  the 
site  is  naturally  capable  of  producing. 

92  2  5  1,2         Although  the  figures  shown  here  were  correct 

when  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  was  written, 
there  are  now  15  producing  mines  and  13 
proposed  mines.  Caballo  Rojo  started 
production  after  January  1984.  North 
Antelope  was  not  producing  federal  coal  but 
was  in  production  in  late  1983. 

92  2  following  5,  There  are  67  coal  leases  in  the 

insert  2  new         Powder  River  Basin  in  Wyoming.  Recoverable 
paragraphs  reserves  on  those  leases  are  estimated  at 

7.377  billion  tons.  At  this  time,  20  of 
those  leases  are  actually  being  mined.  We 
project  that  coal  will  never  be  produced  on 
18  leases  on  record.  It  is  likely  that  those 
leases  will  be  relinquished. 

Coal  production  estimates  range  from  150 
million  tons  to  290  million  tons  by  1991.  At 
present,  the  BLM  projects  that  production 
will  be  around  200  million  tons  by  1991,  with 
25  leases  in  production  and  18  mines 
producing  coal  from  those  leases.  We  further 
project  that  most  remaining  nonproducing 
leases  will  be  associated  with  producing 
operations. 

98  1  4  9,10        ...  in  table  3-18.  The  selected 

tracts  not  included  in  the  preferred 
alternative  are  Calf  Creek,  Hay  Creek,  and 
Ridgerunner.  Two  of  the  tracts  in  the 
preferred  alternative  would  be  .  .  . 


39 


Affected  Environment 


Draft 
Page 


Column 


Para- 
graph 


Line(s) 


Should  Read 


98 
99 


103 

105 
105 

111 


111 

111 
111 


116 


116 


117 
117 

118 


120 


1  6  10 

Table  3-18,  note 


1  3  9 

1  following  2 

1  2  8,9 

1  5  6 


1  5  11 

1  following  6 

2  4  8 


3  3,4 


5  5-8 


1  1  2 

Table  3-25 


1 


3  1,2 


following  4 


.  .  .  about  3.5  billion  tons. 

.  .  .  Tract  Summaries.  (USDI,  BLM 
1983d).  Calf  Creek,  Hay  Creek,  and 
Ridgerunner  tracts  are  not  included  in  the 
preferred  alternative. 

...  for  strip  mining.  The 
Fortification  Creek  WSA  is  considered  to  have 
high  potential  for  the  discovery  of  oil  and 
gas  deposits.  Appendix  7  .  .  . 

A  heading.  Soils  in  WSAs,  should 
appear  between  paragraphs  2  and  3. 

.  .  .  watershed  management,  range 
management,  and  soil  potential  rating. 

.  .  .  water  year  1981.  The  1981  water 
year  was  a  low  flow  year,  with  flow  just 
slightly  more  than  half  the  average  annual 
flow  at  the  gage.  Dissolved  solids 
concentrations  would  be  expected  to  be  lower 
in  higher  flow  years.  High  suspended  .  .  . 

.  .  .  51,500  mg/l.  The  Powder  River 
water  resources  are  thoroughly  examined  in 
an  open-file  report  of  the  Geological  Survey 
(USDI,  GS  1984). 

See  "Addendum  to  Chapter  3,  Surface  Water 
Section,"  in  the  pages  following  this  list. 

.  .  .  (1972).  However,  there  are  small 
irrigation  projects  along  the  Powder  River 
that  obtain  water  from  the  Powder  River  and 
from  shallow  alluvial  wells.  Extensive 
irrigation  occurs  along  the  Powder  River  in 
Montana,  downstream  from  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area. 

...  is  restricted;  however,  recent 
WGFD  studies  indicate  that  forage 
availability  is  not  improving  on  all  sites. 

The  game  range  .  .  . 

.  .  .  The  goal  of  the  WGFD  is  to 
maintain  a  post-hunting  season  population  of 
150  elk  in  this  area.  Pre-season  populations 
may  reach  about  250. 

forage  requirement  in  AUMs. 

The  revised  version  of  this  table  is  included 
in  the  pages  following  this  list. 

Sage  grouse  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  are 
found  throughout  the  resource  area. 

(The  rest  of  this  paragraph  should  be 
deleted.) 

See  the  "Addendum  to  Chapter  3,  Wildlife 
Resources  Section,"  in  the  pages  following 
this  list. 
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REVISED  TABLE  3-25 

BUFFALO  RESOURCE  AREA  BIC  GAME  POPULATIONS 

AMD  AUM  REQUIREMENTS 


Species 


Herd 
Unit 


Mule  Deer  Powder  River 

(17,  18.  23,  26) 


Antelope 


WCFD  Objective 
for 
Post  Hunt 
Population' 

40,000 


Pumpkin  Buttes 
(19.  20,  29,  31) 

11 

000 

Upper  Powder 
River 

14 

500 

Clearmont 
(15) 

3 

000 

Ucross 
(16) 

2 

300 

Gillette 
(17) 

11 

000 

Upper  Powder 
River  (20) 

2 

300 

Middle  Fork 
(21) 

2 

100 

Crazy  Woman 
(22) 

7 

000 

Pumpkin  Buttes 
(23) 

16 

000 

Highlight 
(24,101) 

10 

000 

Fortification 
(2) 

150 

SE  Bighorn 
(33,  34) 

2 

600 

Estimated 
X   BLM 


Adjusted 

BLM 
Population 


2.200 


AUMs" 
8,308 

3,385 

8,615 

249 


Total  AUMs  28,974 


From  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  1982  Completion  Reports,  updated 
according  to  figures  provided  in  an  RMP/EIS  comment  letter  from  WGFD 
dated  October  31,  1984. 

BLM  population  times  12  months  divided  by  the  following  conversion  fac- 
tors: 


10.8  Antelope  •  1  AUM 
7.8  Deer  -  AUM. 
2.1  Elk  -  AUM. 
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ADDENDUM    TO    CHAPTER    3,    SURFACE    WATER 


SECTION 


[NOTE:  The  following  paragraphs  should  be  added  to  the 
material  in  column  1  of  page  111  in  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.] 

The  quality  of  some  surface  waters  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  is  affected  by  sources  of  pollution 
outside  the  resource  area.  For  exanriple,  Salt 
Creek,  which  contains  the  highest  concentrations 
of  salts  and  dissolved  solids  in  the  Platte  River 
Resource  Area  (south  of  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area),  travels  northward  in  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area  and  flows  into  the  Powder  River  within  the 
resource  area  boundaries. 

Salt  Creek  has  relatively  constant  flow,  yet  its 
sedinnent  load  is  high.  The  high  TSS  levels  in  Salt 
Creek  are  caused  in  part  by  the  high  degree  of 
surface  disturbance  in  the  oil  fields  of  the  Salt 
Creek  watershed.  This  disturbance  includes  an 
extensive  network  of  roads  and  numerous  well 
sites  and  oil  treaters.  The  vegetation  density  also 
Is  low  in  this  area. 

Discharges  associated  with  the  oil  and  gas 
Industry  and  sewage  treatments  are  the  major 
point  sources  of  pollution   in  the  Platte  River 


Resource  Area.  The  high  concentrations  of  salts 
and  dissolved  solids  are  due  to  large  discharges 
of  oil  field  brines  from  oil  treatment  facilities  in 
the  Teapot  and  Salt  Creek  oil  fields.  Samples 
collected  in  September  1984  from  the  Salt  Creek 
oil  field  show  evidence  of  industry  exceeding  the 
concentration  limits  for  oil  and  grease,  chloride, 
and  TDS.  The  high  TDS  of  Salt  Creek  renders 
the  water  unsuitable  for  irrigation.  Researchers  in 
Montana  express  concern  that  salt  loading  has 
reached  the  limit  of  plant  tolerance  for  irrigated 
land  along  the  Powder  River  in  Montana.  Its 
suitability  for  livestock  is  classed  as  poor. 

The  Powder  River  (North  and  Middle  forks) 
discharge  averaged  227  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs) 
in  water  year  1979.  Salt  Creek  contributed  41.2 
cfs.  TDS  increased  from  778  mg/l  at  Kaycee,  above 
the  Salt  Creek  confluence,  to  1 ,656  mg/l  at  Sussex, 
below  the  confluence.  Chloride  concentrations 
increased  almost  sixfold,  from  42.2  mg/l  at  Kaycee 
to  244  mg/l  at  Sussex.  The  figures  in  Added  Table 
1  illustrate  the  effect  that  Salt  Creek  has  on  the 
quality  of  the  Powder  River. 


ADDENDUM  TO  CHAPTER  3,  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

SECTION 


[NOTE:  The  following  section  should  be  added  as  a  new 
part  of  the  "Wildlife  Resources"  sections  of  chapter  3,  following 
the  "Wildlife  Habitat  Management"  subsection  that  ends  with 
"Animal  Damage  Control"  on  page  120.] 


Returns  to  the  Support  of  Wildlife 

Table  3-32  presents  five-year  average  gross 
returns  to  the  support  of  an  animal  unit  in 
inventory  for  one  month  for  several  species  of 
animals  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  The  table 
includes  returns  to  the  support  of  cattle,  sheep, 
mule  deer,  white-tailed  deer,  antelope,  and  elk, 
as  well  as  an  overall  return  to  the  support  of  all 
species.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  returns  to  the 
support  of  any  of  the  wildlife  species  must  be 
viewed  as  returns  to  the  economy  of  Wyoming. 
This  is  because  the  sportsman  expenditures  (on 
which  the  returns  are  based)  could  have  occurred 
anywhere  in  the  state. 

It  also  should  be  noted  that  the  returns  to  the 
support  of  wildlife  are  quite  comparable  to  the 


returns  to  the  support  of  domestic  livestock.  For 
instance,  the  return  to  the  suport  of  an  animal 
unit  in  antelope  for  one  month  in  Johnson  County 
is  $27,  as  compared  to  $23  for  the  support  of  an 
animal  unit  in  cattle. 

By  subtracting  the  five-year  cumulative  return 
to  the  support  of  cattle  and  sheep  from  the  overall 
five-year  cumulative  return  and  dividing  the 
remainder  by  5,  one  can  estimate  the  average 
annual  return  to  the  economy  of  Wyoming  for  the 
support  of  big  game  in  each  county  in  the  resource 
area  over  the  five-year  period.  Thus,  the  average 
annual  return  to  the  support  of  big  game  in 
Campbell  County  for  the  years  1975  through  1979 
was  $2.9  million,  or  about  12.1%  of  the  overall 
average  annual  return  for  Campbell  County.  The 
amount  for  Johnson  County  was  $3.7  million,  or 
about  1 7.4%  of  the  overall  return,  and  for  Sheridan 
County  it  was  about  $2  million,  or  about  9%  of 
the  overall  return. 
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NOTE 

Chapter  4  has  not  been  reprinted  in  this  final 
RMP/EIS.  Additions  and  corrections  to  that 
chapter  appear  in  the  pages  following  this  divider. 
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ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  CHAPTER  4 


Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph 
at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as  paragraph  1.  The  changed  or  added  material 
In  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 


Draft  Para- 

Page    Column    graph  Line(s)  Should  Read 

137  2  4  1  to      ...  is  leased,  an  environmental 

end      assessment  must  be  written  for  each  proposed 
mine.  If  the  assessment  should  indicate  that 
impacts  would  be  significant,  an  EIS  might 
be  required. 

138  2  6  All       Because  of  Operating  Order  No.  1  (43  CFR 

3164)  of  the  federal  oil  and  gas  regulations 
has  been  enacted  since  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  was  prepared,  this  paragraph  is  no  longer 
appropriate.  It  should  be  replaced  with  the 
following:  The  minerals  program  has 
the  greatest  potential  of  any  BLM  activity 
for  disturbing  cultural  sites.  However,  no 
known  historic  sites  with  significant  values 
will  be  disturbed  by  this  program,  since  a 
Class  I  inventory  is  the  least  required 
before  surface  disturbance  can  occur.  In 
addition,  if  new  sites  are  identified  before 
surface  disturbance,  additional  scientific 
information  may  be  gained.  This  will 
contribute  to  the  understanding  of  the 
prehistory  and  history  of  the  resource  area. 

139  1  7  4  to      See  entry  under  page  138  regarding  Operating 

end      Order  No.  1  (43  CFR  3164).  This  paragraph  is 
no  longer  appropriate;  the  lines  indicated 
should  be  replaced  as  follows:    ... 
visual  resource  management.  Impacts 
from  all  programs  except  minerals  would  be 
expected  to  be  minimal.  The  potential 
impacts  to  unidentified  cultural  resources 
created  as  a  result  of  Operating  Order  No.  1 
are  unknown;  however,  since  intensive 
surveys  are  no  longer  required  before  surface 
disturbance,  some  additional  adverse  impacts 
to  the  resource  base  can  be  expected. 
Approximately  69,720  acres  of  known  cultural 
resources  would  be  protected. 

151  2  15        be  reclaimable  to  the  original  ponderosa 

pine  and  understory  vegetal  condition, 

particularly  .  .  . 

151  2  2  1,2      The  success  of  revegetation  (reclamation) 

depends  on  the  ability  of  the  plant 
communities  to  perpetuate  themselves  .  . . 

155  1  2  7        .  . .  and  changes  in  water  quality. 

Small  domestic  groundwater  sources  adjacent 
to  the  mine  might  be  depleted  because  of 
drawdown  at  the  mine. 
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Environmental  Consequences 


Draft  Para- 

Page    Column    graph  Line(s) 


Should  Read 


157  2 


162  1 


following  1, 
insert  new 
paragraph 


5  to 
end 


162  2 


164  2 


5-7 


following  2, 
insert  new 
paragraph 


164  2 


following  4, 
insert  new 
paragraph 


172 


173 
173 


following  4, 

add  new 

paragraph 


2  4,5 

2  4 


Mule  deer  in  the  Thunder  Basin  unit 
would  be  affected  by  any  additional  coal 
mining  in  that  area.  The  specific  amount  of 
habitat  disturbance  or  loss  that  would  occur 
would  be  addressed  in  site-specific 
environmental  studies  before  any  additional 
leasing  would  take  place. 

See  entry  under  page  138  regarding  Operating 
Order  No.  1  (43  CFR  3164),  This  paragraph  is 
no  longer  appropriate;  the  lines  indicated 
should  be  replaced  as  follows    .  .  . 
recreation,  and  visual  resource 
management  might  damage  cultural  sites. 
There  is  a  moderate  potential  that  surface- 
disturbing  activities  associated  with  the 
minerals  program  would  damage  significant 
cultural  resource  values.  However,  for  the 
most  part  this  alternative  would  have 
positive  effects  by  increasing  our  knowledge 
of  regional  prehistory  and  history. 

.  .  .  cultural  resource  values 
associated  with  standing  structures  or 
similar  architectural  sites.  On  the 

basis  of .  .  . 

Reclamation  and  surface  disturbance 
stipulations  applied  to  such  activities  as 
oil  and  gas  development,  mineral  material 
disposal,  and  rights-of-way  would  generally 
benefit  livestock  grazing.  Such  provisions 
as  slope  development  restrictions,  ripping, 
and  reseeding  would  reduce  surface 
disturbance  or  facilitate  reestablishment  of 
vegetation  on  380  acres  of  public  surface 
per  year. 

Acquisition  of  public  access  would 
cause  an  unquantifiable  negative  effect  on 
livestock  operators  on  five  to  ten  grazing 
allotments.  Increased  access  could  be 
expected  to  cause  a  substantial  increase  in 
conflicts  between  recreation  users  and 
livestock  operators  over  such  problems  as 
open  gates,  disturbance  of  stock,  and  damage 
to  facilities. 

The  decision  not  to  retain  other  "no 
lease"  areas  was  based  on  the  assumption  that 
those  areas  would  be  made  available  to 
industry  with  the  necessary  restrictions  on 
surface  use  or  "no  surface  occupancy" 
provisions.  Industry  would  determine  whether 
or  not  the  reserves  are  recoverable. 

. . .  protect  soil  susceptible  to 
erosion.  About  1,819,000  acres  . . . 

...  on  approximately  395,000 
acres,  or . .  . 
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Environmental  Consequences 


Draft 
Page 


Column 


Para- 
graph 


Line(s) 


Should  Read 


175 

Table  4-4 

176 

2            5  to 

end 

181 


187 


188    Table  4-5 


The  revised  version  of  this  table  is 
included  in  the  pages  following  this  list. 

. .  .  can  begin,  an  environmental 
assessment  must  be  prepared  for  each 
proposed  mine.  If  the  assessment  should 
indicate  that  impacts  would  be  significant, 
an  EIS  might  be  required. 

replace  The  needs  of  individual  wildlife 

paragraph  3     species  in  specific  allotment  or  habitat 
with  new       areas  will  be  addressed  case  by  case  in 
paragraph      consultation  with  the  WGFD.  The  seasonal 
needs  of  wildlife  will  be  considered  in 
management  prescriptions  and  range 
improvement  techniques,  as  mandated  by  BLM 
policy.  Monitoring  studies  will  be 
implemented  to  assess  management  measures  and 
projects.  This  would  have  a  long-term 
positive  effect  on  wildlife  habitat. 

7  5,  6      ...  would  result  from  the  restrictions 

on  motor  vehicle  use  .  .  . 

Line  2,  "Improve,"  figure  under  column 
titled  "Projected  Acreage  of  Short-term 
Condition,  Good  and  Excellent,"  should  be 
228,236.  Figures  in  same  line 
under  "Projected  Acreage  of  Long-term 
Condition,  Poor  to  Fair,"  should  be 
30,056  and  under  "Good  and  Excellent," 
should  be  243,236. 
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Environmental  Consequences 


REVISED  TABLE   4-4 
RESTRICTIONS  ON  SURFACE-DISTURBING  ACTIVITIES  UNDER  ALTERNATIVE   B 


Areas  That  Would  Not  be  Leased  for  Oil  and  Gas 


Federal  Minerals 
(acreage)^ 


Incorporated  cities  and  towns 

"No  lease"  total 

Areas  With  Year-Round  "No  Surface  Occupancy"  Provisions 

Wildlife 

Elk  calving  grounds  in  Fortification  Creek 

area 
Big  game  winter  ranges 
Sage  grouse  leks 
Sharp-tailed  grouse  leks 
Eagle  winter  roosts 

Wildlife  subtotal 

Areas  with  slopes  of  more  than  25Z 

Cultural  sites 

Outlaw  Cave  Archeologlcal  District 

Cantonment  Reno 

Dull  Knife  Battlefield 

Cultural  resource  subtotal 

Visual  features 
Red  Wall 

Middle  Fork  Canyon 
Dry  Creek  Petrified  Tree 

Visual  subtotal 

North  Middle  Pumpkin  Butte  and  South  Middle 

Pumpkin  Butte 
Streams,  reservoirs,  and  wells 
State  and  federal  highways 

Gillette  R&PP  area 
Sheridan  R&PP  area 

R&PP  subtotal 

Areas  With  Seasonal  "No  Surface  Occupancy"  Provisions 

Wildlife 

Big  game  winter  range*"'  "=  (11/30  -  5/1) 

Big  game  parturition  areas"  (5/1  -  6/30) 

Sage  grouse  nesting  areas"'  '^   (3/1  -  6/15) 

Sharp-tailed  grouse  nesting  areas"'*^  (4/1  -  5/30) 

Raptor  nests'"  (3/1  -  6/30) 

Eagle  winter  roosts'*  (11/1  -  3/30) 

Wildlife  subtotal 

Severe  erosion  hazard  (3/1  -  6/15) 


7,200 

12,200 

40 


40 
560 


Total 
(acreage) 

800 

800 


Federal  Surface 
(acreage)^ 


Total 
(acreage) 


4,900 

3,800 

27,000 

4,000 

3,500 

200 

240 

80 

300 

35,940 
281,100 

80 

60 

30 

600 

600 

1,400 

1.300 

2,060 


19,440 


1,000 

19,000 

1,500 


600 


7,200 

10,200 

40 


40 
560 


106,000 

46,000 

9,000 

600 

170,000 

8,000 

7,100 

800 

101,000 

14,000 

1,700 

0 

394, 

,700 

1,819, 

,000 

8,160 

172,100 


1,930 


17,440 


1,000 

1,200 

400 


600 


69,400 
655,000 


NOTE:   Some  restrictions  contain  provisions  permitting  a  waiver  by  the  authorized  officer  If.  the  restriction  does 
not  apply  in  a  particular  case.   In  some  cases,  two  or  more  restrictions  may  overlap  on  one  area, 

a.  Most  acreage  figures  are  approximate.  Acreage  figures  for  federal  minerals  apply  to  oil  and  gas  development 
and  development  of  salable  minerals.   Acreage  figures  for  federal  surface  apply  to  all  other  actions. 

b.  Acreage  figures  concerning  wildlife  populations  are  estimates.  Wildlife  populations  fluctuate,  and 
restrictions  on  surface-disturbing  activities  may  increase  or  decrease  accordingly. 

c.  In  these  areas,  surface  disturbance  is  prohibited,  but  surface  occupancy  is  permitted. 
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CONSULTATION,     PUBLIC     INVOLVEMENT,     AND 

DISTRIBUTION 


INTRODUCTION 


Chapter  5  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  contains 
a  detailed  discussion  of  the  consultation, 
coordination,  and  public  involvement  carried  out 
during  the  preparation  of  the  first  and  second  draft 
documents. 


DISTRIBUTION 


The  following  sections  list  some  of  the  recipients 
of  copies  of  the  final  RMP/EIS.  The  complete 
mailing  list  is  on  file  at  the  Casper  District  office. 


Federal  Agencies  and  Commissions 


Department  of  Agriculture 

Agricultural  Stabilization  &  Conservation  Service 

Forest  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Department  of  Defense 

Department  of  the  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers 

U.S.  Air  Force 
Department  of  Energy 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Geological  Survey 

Minerals  Management  Service 

National  Park  Service 

Office  of  Surface  Mining 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority 


Department  of  State  Lands 

Energy  Conservation  Office 

Game  and  Fish  Department 

Geological  Survey 

Highway  Commission 

Industrial  Siting  Administration 

Land  Use  Commission 

Oil  &  Gas  Conservation  Commission 

Public  Service  Commission 

Recreation  Commission 

State  Engineer's  Office 

State  Forester 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

State  Planning  Coordinator 

State  Land  Office 

Stockgrow/ers'  Brand  Inspector 

Water  Development  Commission 

Wyoming  Association  of  Conservation  Districts 


State  Elected  Officials 


Wyoming  Governor's  Office 
Senators 

Rex  O.  Arney 

Donald  Cundall 

Tom  Kinnison 

Catherine  M.  Parks-Gaddis 

Charles  K.  Scott 

L.  V.  'Near  Stafford 

Tom  Stroock 

Representatives 
Bob  J.  Burnett 
Douglas  Chamberlain 
William  A.  'Rory'  Cross 
Lynn  Dickey 
Tom  Getter 
James  C.  Hageman 
LaVerna  "Pinkie"  Hendricks 
Delia  Herbst 
Kelly  F  Mader 
John  Marton 
Peter  K.  Simpson 
Dick  Wallis 


Federal  Elected  Officials 


Senator  Alan  Simpson 
Senator  Malcolm  Wallop 
Representative  Dick  Cheney 


State  Agencies  and  Organizations 


Local  Governmental  Agencies  and 
Organizations 


Mayors  of  Buffalo,  Casper,  Clearmont,  Dayton,  Gillette, 
Kaycee,  Ranchester,  and  Sheridan. 

County  commissioners,  planning  offices,  and  agricultural 
agents  for  Campbell,  Converse,  Johnson,  Natrona,  and 
Sheridan  counties. 


Montana  State  Clearinghouse 
Wyoming  State  Clearinghouse 
Other  Wyoming  Offices 

Commission  on  Public  Lands  and  Farm  Loans 

Conservation  Commission 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Department  of  Economic  Planning  and  Development 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality 


Others 


Copies  were  sent  to  approximately  65  different  businesses 
and  industries. 


Copies    were    sent    to    approximately 
environmental  and  outdoor  organizations. 


40    different 
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Consultation  and  Public  Involvement 


Copies  were  sent  to  approximately  45  ranching  operations 
and  related  associations. 

Copies  were  sent  to  approximately  25  other  groups, 
including  professional  societies,  chambers  of  commerce,  and 
the  following. 

Casper  District  Grazing  Advisory  Board 

Casper  District  AdvisoryCouncil 

Grazing   lessees   (BLM)   in   Johnson,   Sheridan,   Campbell 

counties 

Lessees  in  Wilderness  Study  Areas 

Other  interested  or  affected  individuals 


COMMENTERS  ON  THE 
SECOND  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


Hearing  Commenters 


1.  Ed  Swartz 

2.  William  Barlow,  Powder  River  Basin  Resource  Council 

3.  Mark  Gordon,  Wyoming  Chapter  Sierra  Club 

4.  "Digger"  Maravek,  Powder  River  Basin  Resource  Council 

5.  Ken  Graves 


Letters  Received 


1.  National  Park  Service 

2.  U.S.  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 

3.  Noranda  Exploration,  Inc. 

4.  Eldon  L.  Allison,  Jr. 

5.  U.S.  Geological  Survey 

6.  Elliott  Bernshaw 

7.  Wyoming  Sawmills,  Inc. 

8.  Sohio  Petroleum  Company 

9.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

10.  Petroleum  Association  of  Wyoming 

11.  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 

12.  Chevron  U.S.A.,  Inc. 

13.  Natural  Resource  Defense  Council,  Inc. 

14.  National  Wildlife  Federation 

15.  State  of  Wyoming 

a.  Public  Service  Commission 

b.  Geological  Survey  of  Wyoming 

c.  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Commission 

d.  Wyoming  State  Forestry  Division 

e.  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Commission 

f.  Wyoming  Recreation  Commission 

g.  Water  Quality  Division,  District  Supervisor 
h.  State  Engineer's  Office 


16.  Wallace  D.  Ramsbottom 

17.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildife  Service 

18.  U.S.  Office  of  Surface  Mining 

19.  Wyoming  Chapter,  Sierra  Club 

20.  AtlanticRichfield  Company 

21.  Exxon  Company  U.S.A. 

22.  Bighorn  Audubon  Society 

23.  Powder  River  Basin  Resource  Council 

24.  Jay  Stender 

25.  R.C.  Smith 

26.  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association,  Inc. 

27.  Conoco,  Inc. 


COPIES  OF  DOCUMENT  ON  FILE 

Copies  of  this  document  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  following  locations: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Office  of  Public  Affairs 
Wyoming  State  Office 
2515  Warren  Avenue  (P.O.  Box  1828) 
Cheyenne,  WY  82001 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Casper  District  Office 
951  Rancho  Road 
Casper,  WY  82601 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Buffalo  Resource  Area 
300  Spruce  Street  (RO.  Box  670) 
Buffalo,  WY  82834 

Campbell  County  Library 
412  S.  Gillette  Ave. 
Gillette,  WY  82716 

Converse  County  Library 
300  Walnut 
Douglas,  WY  82633 

Johnson  County  Library 
90  N.  Main 
Buffalo,  WY  82834 

•Laramie  County  Library 
2800  Central  Avenue 
Cheyenne,  WY  82001 

Natrona  County  Library 
307  E.  2nd 
Casper,  WY  82601 

Sheridan  County  Library 
320  N.  Brooks 
Sheridan,  WY  82801 

University  of  Wyoming 
University  Station,  Box  3334 
Laramie,  WY  82071 
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Consultation  and  Public  Involvement 


COMMENTS  ON  SECOND  DRAFT,  AND  RESPONSES 


INTRODUCTION 


A  total  of  32  individuals,  private  organizations, 
and  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  subnnitted 
connnnents  on  the  recommendations  and  analysis 
in  the  second  draft  Buffalo  RMP/EIS.  The 
comments  were  received  either  orally  or  in  writing 
at  the  public  hearing  of  September  26,  1984,  or 
in  writing  throughout  the  90-day  comment  period. 
Three  letters  were  received  after  the  close  of  the 
comment  period.  They  have  been  included  in  the 
total,  and  responses  to  those  letters  are  included 
in  this  section. 

For  ease  in  reading,  this  section  has  been 
divided  into  two  main  parts.  The  verbatim 
transcript  of  the  hearing  and  the  written  comments 
received  at  the  hearing  appear  in  the  first  part. 
Corresponding  numbers  have  been  inserted  to 
identify  individual  comments.  Numbered 
responses  from  the  BLM  follow  the  hearing 
transcript  and  letters. 

The  second  part  contains  letters  received  during 
the  public  comment  period.  Each  letter  is 
numbered,  and  comments  within  the  letters  also 
are  numbered.  Numbered  BLM  responses  to  the 
comments  follow  each  letter. 

The  individuals  and  organiztions  that 
commented  are  listed  under  "Commenters  on  the 
Second  Draft  RMP/EIS"  in  the  previous  section, 
in  the  order  in  which  the  comments  were  received. 
All  letters  in  this  section  are  printed  as  received 
except  for  one  set  of  handwritten  comments 
received  at  the  public  hearing  and  one  letter. 
These  have  been  typed  verbatim  for  better 
readibility. 

All  comments  from  the  state  of  Wyoming  have 
been  included  in  "letter  1 5"  because  although  they 
were  written  on  the  official  letterhead  of  various 
state  agencies,  they  were  received  in  one  package 
under  the  cover  letter  from  the  governor. 
Therefore,  the  state  of  Wyoming  is  considered  one 
commenter. 

Two  correspondents,  Exxon  Company  U.S.A. 
and  Powder  River  Basin  Resource  Council,  sent 
revisions  of  their  original  letters.  Neither  revision 
contains  any  comments  not  covered  in  the  earlier 
version,  but  in  one  case  the  order  of  comments 
is  different.  Each  revised  letter  arrived  after  the 
comments  in  the  original  had  been  numbered  and 
BLM    personnel    had    begun    preparing    the 


responses  to  those  comments.  Any  change  in 
comment  numbers  or  order  at  this  stage  increases 
the  possibility  of  error  in  cross-reference 
throughout  the  response  section.  For  these 
reasons,  although  both  versions  of  these  two 
letters  are  reprinted  in  this  chapter,  the  comment 
numbers  appear  on  the  version  first  received,  and 
the  order  of  the  responses  corresponds  to  the 
order  of  comments  in  the  first  version. 

Seven  letters  were  received  from  federal 
agencies,  seven  from  industry,  eight  from  special 
interest  groups  representing  both  environmental 
and  industry  concerns,  and  five  from  individuals. 
Five  individuals  who  commented  at  the  hearing 
indicated  that  they  represented  both  themselves 
and  two  special  interest  groups. 

Most  comments  dealt  with  one  of  five  topic 
areas:  grazing,  oil  and  gas,  coal,  wilderness,  or 
wildlife.  Many  of  the  wildlife  and  wilderness 
comments  were  interrelated  with  the  energy 
comments.  Table  5-1  summarizes  the  comments 
received  by  topic  and  type  of  commenter. 

Responses  provide  further  explanation  or 
information,  correct  or  clarify  information  in  the 
second  draft,  or  give  the  rationale  for  decisions 
presented  in  the  second  draft.  If  corrections  or 
additional  information  are  necessary,  they  are 
noted  in  the  "Additions  and  Corrections"  section 
at  the  end  of  the  appropriate  chapter  in  this  final 
document. 

Any  maps  referred  to  in  the  responses  are  those 
in  volume  2  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  unless 
otherwise  indicated.  All  appendixes  referred  to  are 
in  the  second  draft  document  unless  an  addendum 
to  a  given  appendix  is  specified.  Publications  and 
other  information  sources  referred  to  in 
parentheses  are  listed  in  the  References  section 
of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  or  in  the  Additional 
References  at  the  end  of  this  document. 

The  reader  should  bear  in  mind  that  any 
response  dealing  with  wilderness  is  subject  to 
change.  The  BLM's  recommendation  as  to 
designation  or  nondesignation  of  an  area  as 
wilderness  is  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  who  then  makes  his  recommendation  to 
the  President.  The  President  in  turn  submits  to 
Congress  his  recommendation  as  to  designation 
or  nondesignation.  If  Congress,  which  makes  the 
final  decision,  should  concur  with  the 
recommendations  in  this  document  regarding  the 
three  WSAs,  the  information  in  the  responses 
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TABLE  5-1 

SU>fHIS  TABLE  OF  FUBUC  CCMCNIS  CN 

SHXM)  IKAFT  BUFFALO  BMP/EIS 


Comnents  Fran 

Dociment  Sec- 
tion or  Topic 
Area 

Indi- 
viduals 

Industry 

Sperlal 
Interests 

2 

State 

Federal 

Total 
CoonienCs 

Issues 

- 

2 

Alternatives 

2 

2 

12 

3 

1 

20 

&ivironmental 
Consequences 

- 

- 

3 

— 

— 

3 

Cultural  Resources 

1 

- 

4 

- 

- 

5 

Econmlcs 

2 

- 

4 

- 

1 

7 

Fire  Managenent 

- 

- 

1 

2 

- 

3 

Forestry 

7 

2 

14 

1 

3 

27 

Geology 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Grazing 

7 

- 

32 

10 

9 

58 

Lands  and  Itealty 

2 

- 

8 

- 

2 

12 

Minerals  ManageoEnt 
(General) 

- 

— 

13 

1 

15 

Oil  and  Gas 

14 

9 

17 

2 

44 

Coal 

7 

4 

29 

10 

55 

Recreation 
htanagenent 

1 

3 

3 

2 

13 

Water  Resources 

1 

- 

7 

7 

19 

ULLdemess 

4 

1 

30 

3 

40 

VHlrlllfe 

2 

1 

IB 

17 

14 

52 

GeKFal 

7 

4 

15 

1 

7 

35 

TOIALS 

57 

26 

213 

52 

62 

410 

(OTE:    The  total  nnter    of  conments  on  this  table  does  not  correspond  with  the  total  number  of  responses 
in  this  dooment  because  nLoerous  coaments  in  a  single  paragraph  uere  addressed  in  a  single  response  aid  because 
responses  to  related  cconents  that  were  in  sequential  paragraphs  uere  sometimes  combined. 

a.    This  category  includes  one  cannent  each  on  air  and  vegetation  and  two  conments  on  soils.    It  also 
Includes  cosaents  such  as  "ue  agree  (disagree)  with  your  analysis." 
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would  be  correct.  However,  if  Congress  should 
make  a  decision  different  from  that  recommended 
in  this  document,  the  management  of  the  present 
WSAs  would  be  different  from  that  described 
herein. 


H-2 


HEARING  COMMENTS  AND 
LETTERS;  RESPONSES 


Hearing  Transcript,  and  Responses 

Transcript  of  Public  Hearing 


H-1 

- 

BEFORE  THE  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

CASPER  DISTRICT 

IN  THE  HATTER  OF: 

SECOND  DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

FOR  THE  BUFFALO  RESOURCE  AREA 

CASPER  DISTRICT.   WYOMING 

TRANSCRIPT  OF  HEARING  PROCEEDINGS 

PURSUANT  TO  NOTICE,   the  above-cap t i oned 

matter  came  on  for  Public  Hearing  pursuant  to  the 

Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 

(FLPMA),  in  the  Guaranty  Federal  Bank.  412  North 

Main.  Buffalo.  Wyoming,  on  Wednesday.  September  26. 

1984.  at  the  hour  of  7:05  p.m.  -  Presiding:    Hearing 

Officer  Chester  Conard.  District  Manager.  U.S. 

Department  of  the  Interior.   Bureau  of  Land 

Management.  Worland.  Wyoming. 

Also  present.  Mr.  James  Monroe.   District 

Manager.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 

Land  Management.  Casper.  Wyoming. 

';»^ 

_I_N_D_E_X  PAGE 

INTRODUCTORY  STATEMENT  BY: 

Hearing  Officer  Conard 3 

COMMENTS  BY:    Mr.  Ed  Swartz/Ra  richer 7 

COMMENTS  BY:  Mr.  V/iltiam  Barlow/Rancher 
And  Member  of  the  Powder  River  Basin 
Resource  Council 17 

FURTHER  COMMENTS  BY:    Mr.   Ed  Swartz/Rancher...2l 

COMMENTS  BY:    Mr.  Mark  Gordon/Rancher 
And  Northern  Plains  Regional  Vice- 
President  for  the  Sierra  Club 24 

COMMENTS  BY:   Mr.   "Digger'  Moravek/Rancher 
And  Member  of  the  Powder  River  Basin 
Resource  Council 26 

FURTHER  COMMENTS  BY:    Mr.  Mark  Gordon/Rancher 
And  Northern  Plains  Regional  Vice- 
President  for  the  Sierra  Club Jl 

FURTHER  COMMENTS  BY:    Mr.   Ed  Swa r t z / Ra nche r . . . 3 2 

COMMENTS  BY:    Mr.   Ken  Graves/Rancher 35 

QUESTION  BY:   Mr.  Brad  Harper 

Member  of  the  Powder  River  Basin 

Resource  Council 36 

FURTHER  COMMENTS  BY:   Mr.  Ken  Gr a v es / Rancher .. 38 
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P_R_0_C_E_E_0_£_M_G_S 

(Hearing  Proceedings  Commenced 
7 : 05  p.m. ,   Wednesday, 
September  26.   L984. ) 
J^NT ROD UCTOR  Y_STAT EM ENT _B  Y  : 
HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Before  we 
start,  it  doesn't  look  like  we  have  a  very  big  crowd; 
but  X  believe  that  this  is  the  time  and  the  place; 

So  we'll  get  started,   for  a  Hearing, 
concerning  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
written  by  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management. 

I'm  Chet  Conard.    I've  been  asked  by  the 
State  Director,  Mr.   Hillary  Oden,  to  conduct  a 
Hearing  here  tonight. 

Our  Reporter  is  Mr.  Richard  A.  Fleming, 
with  the  Wyoming  Reporting  Service.    And  if  any  of 
you  wish  a  copy,  or  copies,  of  this  Transcript,  we 
ask  that  you  contact  him,  and  work  directly  with  him 
for  the  copies . 

Here  at  the  table  with  me.   is  Mr.  Jim 
Monroe,  who  is  a  District  Manager  of  the  Casper 
District  of  the  B.L.M. 

This  is  a  formal  Hearing.   We  are  here  to 
receive  your  testimony  concerning  the  Draft  Buffalo 
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Resource  Management  Plan  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  which  contains  3  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
for  the  North  Fork  of  the  Powder,  the  Gardner,  and 
the  Fortification  Creeks  areas. 

Hr.  Monroe  may  wish  to  asK  anyone  who 
testifies,  questions  concerning  their  Testimony.    He 
will  not  answer  any  questions.   We,  here  at  the 
Podium,  will  not  answer  any  questions. 

We're  here  to  receive  information  fron  you, 
concerning  these  Statements  -  this  Draft  Statement, 
on  ly . 

The  Record  will  be  left  open  for  comment, 
after  tonight,  and  until  November  the  23rd.    If 
there  is  anything  that  comes  to  your  mind  after  this 
Hearing,  which  you  haven't  presented  here,  and  wish 
to  present,  do  so  by  putting  it  in  writing,  and 
giving  it  to  the  Area  Office  at  300  Spruce  Street, 
Buffalo,  Wyoming.    300.  S-p-r-a-c-e. 

MR.  MONROE:    "Spruce"  Street.   You 
were  right,  the  first  time. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    I  was  right, 
the  first  time.   Spruce  Street,  Buffalo,  Wyoming. 
The  Area  Office  is  here  in  Town,  which  is  on  the 
corner  of  Spruce  and  Fetterman. 

This  Hearing  is  a  result  of  the  Federal 


H-e 

At  the  present  time,  I  have  two,  who  have 

registered  to  make  a  Statement  -  three,  now:  so  with 

just  that  number,  I  see  no  reason  at  this  time,  to 

restrict  your  testimony  to  time;  so  you  will  have 

111  the  time  that  you  need,  to  present  your 

Statements.                                                   | 

We  won't  short-  --  we  won't  ask  you  to 

shorten  your  Statement.    But  if  you  do  wish  to 

present  .-nore  dat3--again,  after  you  finish  here,  if 

y^u  wish  to  present  more  data--do  so. 

And  if  the  data  tjiat  you  have  is  in  writing. 

we  ask  that  you  give  it,  the  Transcript,  to  the 

Court  Reporter,  after  you've  finished.   He'd  like  to 

have  a  copy  of  it. 

So  with  that,  we  will  start  the  Testimony  - 

and  again,  we're  asking  for  your  Testimony. 

And  Mr.  Tim  Monroe  is  here,  just  to  listen 

to  you;  and  if  he  has  any  questions  that  he  would 

like  to  have  you  explain  after  your  Testimony,  why. 

he'll  be  free  to  do  so. 

So  first,  where  do  you  have  for  the 

individuals  to  testify?   Would  you  like  to  testify 

from  where  you're  standing,  or  would  you  like  to 

come  up  here? 

^A\ 

Mr.  Ed  Swartz:   Would  you  like  to  testify? 

H-5 


Land 

Man 

aqement 

Plan,  which  B.L.H.  r 

efers  to  as  -- 

or. 

the 

Federal 

Land  Management  Act, 

which  the 

Bureau  r 

efers  tc 

as  "FLPMA" :  and  it 

requires,  under 

Sect 

ion 

2,  that 

Wilderness  Study  Are 

as  be  designated. 

and 

that 

these  - 

-  and  the  Environmen 

tal  Impact 

Stat 

emen 

ts  be  wc 

itten. 

As  .1  result  of  this  Hearing 

,  a  Designation 

will 

eve 

ntually 

be  nade,  and  it  will 

be  sent  to  the 

Seer 

eta  r 

y  of  the 

Interior,  who  wi  11 

then  study  it 

further ; 

and  on 

up  through  to  the  Pr 

esident,  after 

whic 

h  ti 

me  it  wi 

11  be  submitted  fina 

lly  to  Congress 

for 

thei 

r  final 

review  and  considera 

tion. 

Our  pur 

pose  here  today,   is 

to  review  your 

inpu 

t ,  r 

eceive  your  input,  whatever 

it  may  be. 

concerni 

ng  what 

is  in  the  document. 

what  isn ' t  in 

the 

docu 

ment,  wh 

at  you  would  like  to 

see  in  the 

Jocu 

ment 

,  or  in 

any  way  that  you  wis 

h  to  express 

your 

self 

concern 

ing  this  matter. 

All  of 

the  data  that  we  receive,  will  be 

made 

Off 

Icial  Re 

cord,  and  be  a  part 

of  the 

subm 

ISSl 

on  that 

goes  back  to  Washing 

ton,  and 

even 

tually  to  Co 

ngress . 

If  you 

wish  to  make  a  State 

ment,  we  would 

like 

to 

have  you 

sign  the  Register  - 

sign  up,  so 

that 

you 

r  name  c 

an  be  brought  up  her 

e. 

..«.,„«  •■rO*„N.  »..,£(   ,NC 
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We 

can 

hear  y 

ou  from  where  you're  at,  if  you'd  like 

MR.  SWARTZ-.   Okay.   That  will  be  fine. 
HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Stay  there. 

or 

come  up  he 

re  -  whichever,  will  be  fine.                j 

22?l!l§?iis_il!         *■'           : 

MR.  SWARTZ:   No.  this  IS  okay,  here. 

I  'm 

Ed  Swartz.    I'm  a  rancher,  north  of 

Gi 

llet 

te,  Wyo 

ming. 

Some 

of  the  comments,  I'd  like  to  address 

on 

the 

O.E.I. 

S.    And  It's  a  very  difficult  document 

to 

rea 

d.  beca 

use  there  are  so  many  repetitive  things 

in 

it. 

and  th 

ere  are  so  many  different  Alternatives. 

I  ba 

sically  went  through  it,  and  tried  to 

pick  o 

ut  what 

I  thought  were  very  graphic  errors,  or 

things 

that  I 

feel  needed  to  be  addressed. 

I  'm 

going  to  start  out  here,  with,  on  Page 

17 

of 

the  Resource  Management  Plan  of  the  Draft 

En 

vironm.ntai 

Impact  Statement. 

A  St 

atement  was  made,  that  there  were. 

qu 

ote. 

"...  no 

unique  resource  values  in  the  PRLAs , 

an 

d  th 

ere  hav 

e  been  no  exchange  proposals." 

That 

really  hit  me  hard,  because  ray  ranch 

ha 

ppen 

s  to  be 

a  surface  over  some  of  the  PRLAs  in 

the  Wi 

Idcat  C 

reek  Area. 
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I  figure  I'm  a  unique  person.    I  figure 
that  everybody  in  this  room,   is  a  unique  person    To    | 

I 

say  that  my  ranch  his  no  unique  resource  values, 

bothers  me.   That  ranch  is  a  pretty-^ooJ  ranch.  j 

I    was  just  visiting  this  evening  with  some  I 

people,  that  lost  about  three-fourths  of  their  ' 

wildlife  in  the  spring  storm  that  hit  this  country  | 

i 

the  snd  of  March .  . 

I  might  have  lost  25  percent  of  my  deer        I 
herd.    I  talked  to  people  who  lost  probably  an  1 

iveraqe  of  25  to  50  percent  of  their  cows.   I  lost 
less  than  S  percent  of  my  total  atoclt  -  and  that 
included  new  baby  calves. 

I  put  up  a  real  good  hay  crop  on  that  ranch 
It's  a  well-balanced  ranch.    I  put  up  enough  hay,  to 
feed  my  cows  all  winter  long.   To  me,  that's  my 
resource.   That's  ny  asset. 

And  for  some  person,  writing  this  Draft 
E.I.S.,  that  says  there  are  no  unique  resource 
values:   There's  a  lot  of  ranches  around.   There's 
very  few  of  them,  tSiat  are  as  well  balanced  as  mine, 
with  winter  protection  -  with  hay  land  -  and  with 
the  quality  of  good,  watered  grass  that  I've  got. 

And  I  really,  really,  resent  somebody 
sitting  there,  and  writing  in  this  Draft  E.I.S., 


rata- 
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leasing  some  PRLAs,  which,  to  start  with,  most  of 
the  Irillinq  was  done  illegally. 

\nd  I  want  that  on  the  Record,  that 
Consolidation  had  drilled,  after  their  Permit  to 
Jrill  had  expired  on  a  great  majority  ot  their  holes 

Jetting  bacit  to  managing  that  place:    I 
i^now  how  to  manage  that  ranch.    I  couli  probably  go 
to  So uth  DaKota,  or  Montana,  and  I'l  be  the  stupides 
rancher  there,  because  I  would n't  know  how  to  run 

I  Know  how  to  make  money  on  the  place  where 
I'm  at.    I  love  it,  and  it's  very,  very  unique. 

I'd  like  to  add  a  word  of  advice  to  tlie 
B.L.M.  Personnel  who  wrote  that  Statement: 

The  words   "No,  none,  never,  all,  always," 
and  other  words,  which  would  totally  include 
everything,  or  totally  exclude  everything,  should  be 
used  with  extreme  caution. 

Since  about  1962,  when  I  came  back  to  that 
ranch  full-time,  I  have  had  several- thousand  non- 
resident hunters,  hunt  deer  and  antelope  there. 

I'd  like  that  person  who  wrote  that 
Statement,  that  there  are  no  unique  resources  on 
that  ranch,  I'd  like  them  to  tell  those  several-thou 
hunters  that's  hunted  there,  that. 
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that  there's  no  unique  resour 

Another  reason  that 
ranch  -  the  balance  of  it,  is 


res  in  that  area, 
■anch  IS  a  pretty-good 
pretty  well.   I've  got 


] 


some,  about  three-fourths,  of  that  ranch  is  Deeded 
Land  . 

I've  got  some  really  good  State  Lease  Land, 
and  the  ba  lance  is  Fed-ral  Leases.    I'm  not 
Jependmg  on  any  private  Leases  which  could  be  gone 
tomorrow . 

And  I  ]ust  feel,  because  of  that,  that  I 
really  resent  it,  when  people  are  telling  me  that  my 
outfit  is  no  good. 

I'm  a  really  good  rancher  on  that  ranch.    I 
can  make  some  money  in  the  good  years,  and  usually 
make  enough  to  carry  me  over  into  the  bad  years. 
And  I  don't  know  how  many  people  can  say  that. 

You  Look  around  in  Cam  pb  ell  County,  V/yoming. 
and  there's  a  lot  of  good  ranches  in  the  southern 
south-of -Gi 1 le t te  country.   But  they  don't  have  the 
winter  protection;  and  that's  where  the  terrible, 
terrible,  death-loss  took  place  in  that  spring  storm. 

And  anyway,   it's  also  the  very  best  coal 
country.   And  I'm  a-wonderin'  why  they're  messing 
around  in  those  shale  hills,  where  most  of  that 
shale  is  burned-out  coal,  trying  to  figure  out 
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OUay.   Moving 

... 

in  the  Appendix  8,  on 

Page  329:   Wildcat  Cre 

ek  A 

rea,  with  7  PRLAs,  which 

IS-- tha 

fs  Where  .y  ra 

nch 

is  located,  on  parts  of 

those-- 

is  I  IS  ted  as  ow 

ned 

by  Gulf. 

Consolidation 

Coa 

1  was  the  last  owner  of 

Record 

that  r  kn^w  a  bo 

ut. 

1  guess  my  question  is; 

Who  own 

s  those  PRLA  Rl 

ghts 

? 

And  you  said 

you 

aren't  going  to  answer  any 

qu-stio 

ns:  but  that's 

cert 

ainly  something  I  wanted       | 

cleared 

up. 

I  ran  across 

anot 

her  Map,  .a  while  back,  and 

I  asked 

Chuck  VJilkey  a 

bout 

It,  because  that  Map  had 

Gulf  li 

sted  as  the  own 

f  the  VUldcat  Creek  PRLAs. 

And  if  Consol 

idat 

ion  did  buy  these  from 

Consol- 

--  or,  if  --  y 

eah. 

if  Gulf  bought  it  from 

Consol- 

,  Gulf  is  aware 

tha 

t  most  of  the  test-holes 

were  dr 

illed  illegally 

,  be 

cause  I  notified  them  of 

that  fa 

ct,  because  of 

thei 

r  adjacent  Federal  Leases 

on  the 

North  Fork  Area 

And  I  can  pro 

duce 

letters  and  phone  records. 

to  prov 

e  that  I  was  in 

con 

tact  with  Gulf  about  the 

t  llegal 

drilling;  ther 

efor 

e.  Gulf  cannot  raise  the 

Defense 

,  that  it  was  a 

goo 

d-faith  transaction,  and 

they  ar 

e  entitled  to  1 

ease 

,  in  spite  of  Consol-'s 

1  llegal 

dri  I  ling. 
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Just  a  comment  on  Pages  34  and  83: 

Mention  was  made  of  control  of  noxious 
weeds  on  public  surface  lands.   As  I  understand  it. 
leafy  spurge  19  ilmoat  out  of  control,   in  Sheridan 
County . 

Thi  B.L.M.  proposes  treating  only  300  acres 
annually.    Common  sense  would  dictate  treating  as 
much  as  pos  SLble,   as  soon  as  possible,   to  prevent 
the  spread  of  this  noxious  weed ■ 

Just  this  evening,  when  I  was  eating  supper 
at  the  Cross  Roads,   I  talked  to  Allen  Mooney,  who  is 
the  Assistant  Director  of  the  Campbell  County  Weed 
and  Pest  District. 

And  when  I  told  him  about  that  fact,  he 
said,  wha  t  was  mentioned  in  there  about  the  amoun  t 
that  the  B.L.M.  proposed  to  treat  obnoxious  weeds, 
especially  leafy  spurge,  he  said  that  I  could  speak 
for  him,  and  say  that  he  felt  that  you  ought  to 
spend  as  much  money  as  you  can,  and  try  to  clean  it 
up  as  quick  as  you  can,  or  otherwise  it  will  spread 
out  of  control  so  rapidly,  that  it  will  be  a  lot  of 
other  places,   instead  of  Sheridan  County,   and 
Johnson  County,  and  be  in  Crook  County,  and  other 
places,   if  all  control  measures  are  not  used  as  much 
as  possible. 
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ind  it  couli  add  to  the  boom/ bus  t  cycle,   that  I 
mentioned  before. 

./i-h  existing  rriines  and  the  1982  coal  sale, 
enough  ;o^l  is  ilready  available,   if  only  maintenance 
or  by-pas3  Tracts  were  leased. 

In  L993.  approximately  88. o  million  tons  of 
coal  Wire  -nined  m  Campbell  County,  Wyoming  -  and 
that's  the  most   it's  ever  been,  up  to  date. 

At  this  rate,  the  Preference  Right  Lease 
Applications,   if  they  were  issued,  according  to  your 
figurjs  in  this  Book,  would  make  for  a  64- year 
supply.    Boy,   chat's  a  lot  of  coal. 

At  the  same  mining  rate  of  88.6  million 
tons  per  year,   the  1982  sale  of  1.198  billion  tons 
would  be  a  I  3  -  and  - a-ha  1  f  year  supply. 

If  you  add  up  the  State  and  the  private 
Coal  Leases,   it  looks  to  me  like  enough  coal  is 
already  leased.    I  don't  feel  that  the  B.L.M.  needs 
to  push  through  some  more  lease  sales. 

I  believe  that  the  B.L.M.  owes  it  to 
existing  Coal  Lease-holders,  as  well  as  to  the 
Governmental  Agencies  in  the  area,  and  the  local 
Residents,   to  not  issue  more  Leases  which  would 
seriously  affect  their  financial  investments  on  the 
coal  companies'  part,  and  the  quality  of  life  on  the 
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In  this  Dr 

aft  E 

.  I.S. 

,   It  talk 

a  about  a 

pro 

poset 

coal  sale 

that  ■ 

s  com 

ing  up  in 

1984.    I 

bel 

ieve 

that  this  sale  i 

ecessary 

because : 

Number  1: 

Exis 

ting 

Campbe I  1 

Cou 

nty  h 

ave  much  un 

used 

capac 

ity  to  mi 

ne  additional 

1  . 

Number  2: 

The 

1982 

sale  did 

not  bring  a 

Eai 

r  ret 

urn  to  the 

B.L.M 

.  --I  ■ 

all  know 

Jbo 

ut  th 

at--which  a 

iways 

mean 

s  that  th 

e  State  of 

Wyo 

min,. 

in  project 

inq  t 

he  tr 

ickle-dow 

n  effect,   that 

all 

the 

Counties  an 

d  Cic 

les  d 

Id  not  re 

ceive  fair- 

mar 

ket  V 

alue  for  th 

1.  e  I 

ther  . 

I  feel,  M  u 

mber 

3  :    T 

hat  with 

the  due- 

di  1 

iqenc 

e  requireme 

nt,. 

the  B 

. L. M .  may 

induce  coal 

com 

pania 

s  to  rush  m 

ines 

to  CO 

mpletion. 

and  further 

dep 

ress 

the  already 

slow 

coal 

market. 

Number  4: 

The 

future  sale  co 

uld  also  start 
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boom 

/bust  cycle 

a  11 

over 

again;  an 

d  this  has 

pla 

qued 

the  energy 

Indus 

try  i 

n  Uyomlng 

for  the  last 

,ev 

era  1 

year,,   now 

-  up 

and  d 

own,  up  a 

Id  down. 

Number  5: 

New 
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could,  a 

nd  would, 

adv 

er  =  el 
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r  and 

land 

quality. 

wildlife 

res 

ouree 

s.   the  live 

stocK 

indu 
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school 
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terns  , 

water  qual 

ity  a 

nd  qu 

antity,  s 

treets,   roads. 

hiq 

hways 

,  City  and 

Count 

y  Gov 

ernments. 

et  cetera : 
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people's  part,  and  the  local  Government  Officials. 

e» 

Moving  on,  on  Pages  115  and  116  -  the 

1 

Affected  Environment  on  the  Dig  Game; 

1 

You  gave  figures  in  the  written  text,  on 

j 

the  number  of  animals  using  the  B.L.M.  Land.   These 
numbers  seem  small:  but  the  Table  on  Page  117  shows 

1 

total  numbers.   Any  actions  taken  on  the  B.L.M.  "s 

i 

part,  will  ilso  affect  the  privately  --  whoa. 

here--yeah,  will  affect  the  pr i v a te I y -owned  adjacent 

lands. 

1 

On  the  Game  and  Fish,  Table  --  Table  3-32 
shows  that  the  Game  and  Fish  estimates,   show  that 

mule  deer  and  antelope  do  almost  as  much  for  the 

gross  economy  of  Wyoming,   as  cattle  and  sheep  gross 
do  for  the  private  sector,  on  an  animal-unit  basis. 

It  looks  to  me  like  the  emphasis  should  be 
placed  on  keeping  those  deer  herds,   if  there  is 

1 

value  to  the  Game  and  Fish,  and  the  resources,  and 

the  assets,   that  the  hunters  bring  into  the  State  of 

Wyoming.    I    don't  think  they  should  be  treated  maybe 

quite  as  lightly  as  this  Draft  E.I.S.   treats  them. 

1 

On  Page  119,   figures  were  mentioned,   that 

the  black-tailed  prairie  dog  towns  are  found  on 

approximately  2,000  acres  of  the  public  land  in  this 
area  . 

,fT\ 
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Given  the  amount  of  9.L.M.  L^nd  in  the 
irea--which  13  798,848  acres,  according  to  the  Draft    ! 
E.I.S.--the  2.000-acre  figure,   infested  with  prairie    | 
dogs,   seems  to  me   like   it's  ^uite  small,   because 
that's  less  than  one-quarter  of  1  percent  of  the         j 
land.  I 

And  from  what  I've  s-en  in  the  -general  srea,  | 
that's  an  swfully  small  amount.  I  juestion  whether  | 
those  figuresmightbequite  right.  1 

Basically,   that's  all  I  hid  time  to  run 
through  and  pick  up.    I  thank  you  for  your 
opportunity  to  take  my  Testimony,  and  I  hope  that 
you  will  certainly  consider  some  of  th-  things  I 
ta  Iked  about . 

Thank  you. 

HEARING  OPPICER  COHARD:   Thank  you, 
Mr.  Swarts. 

Next,  we  have  Mr.  Tim  Ogan. 
Would  you  like  to  come  up,  or  would  you 
like  to  speak  from  where  you  are? 

MR.  OGAN:    I'm  sorry.    I  thought  you 
were  just  Registering.    I  don't  have  any  comment. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Oh.   you  don't 
have  any  comment? 

MR.  OGAN:    Not  right  now. 
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1 

Leased,  to  satisfy  demands;  and  that  a  number  of 

Le.ises  may  be  expiring,   lue  to  the  du  e-d  i  1  igence 

J 

1 

clause  . 

10|j 

Our,  probably  our  main  concern,  with  the       j 

Powder  River  Resource  Council,  the  Members'  nam        1 

1 

concern,  wouli  be  land-owner  consent,  su r f ac e -own er     1 

consent;  so  we  fail  to  understand  why  115  land-owners,! 

in  responding  to  the  B.L.M.'s  que s t i on  a i r e ,  and  -- 

1 

decided  not  to  consent  --  who  decided  not  to  consent 

to  thtjir  lands  b-iing  mined,  why  they  would  be 

ignored. 

1 

Ue  feel  that  their  concerns  are  not  being 

1 

taken  into  consideration.    If  the  R.M.P.  is  to  be  a 

true  Land-Use  Plan  for  the  next  10  years,  then  we 

feel  this  lack  of  consent  for  mining,  should  be 

b 

considered . 

"i 

My  ranch,  as  well  as  Mr.  Swartz's,  overlies 

PRLA;  and--I  forgot  the  page  number,  but  I  did 

notice  the  same  thing  Ed  did--the  fact  that  it  was 

stated  in  the  R.M.P.,  that  there  are  no  unique 

resources  or  features  on  the  PRLAs. 

! 

And  I  was  --  I  believe  Ed  said  he  was 

concerned.    I  was  incensed:   Because,  as  we  told  Mr. 

i 

Wilkey,  and  the  people  in  the  B.L.M.  Meeting  in  the 

Holiday  Inn  in  Gillette  last  winter,  artesian  wells 

/■.V\ 
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HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Okay. 
Mr.  William  Barlow. 

MR.  BARLOW:    I'll  jast  stand  bade  here, 
if  thac's  ail  r  ight . 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Okay.    That 
would  De  fine. 

COMMENT S_BY: 

.1R.  BARLOW:    I'm  a  rancher,  south  of 
Gillette  -  southwest  of  Gillette:  a  Member  of  the 
Powder  River  Basin  Resource  Council.   And  I'm 
speaking  on  my  behalf  and  in  behalf  of  the  Resource 
Council . 

Some  of  this  will  reiterate  what  Mr.  Swartz 
has  said.  I  imagine:  but  I  haven't  had  time  to  fully 
digest  the  R.M.P. 

1 

We  notice,  in  the  Table  of  Contents,  and 
then  in  coming  through  it  as  well,  that  there  is, 
from  a--and  a  rancher  would  obviously  notice 
this--that  there  is  a  "No  Grazing"  Alternative  in 
the  Draft  E.I.S. 

We  ask,  then,  therefore:   Why  is  there  not 
a  "No  Coal  Leasing"  Alternative?   If  we  have  a  "No 
Grazing"  Alternative,  why  can't  we  have  a   "No 
Additional  Coal  Leasing"  Alternative? 

We  feel  that  there  is  already  enough  coal 

^ 

rs^ 

i 
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in 

Campbell  County,  Wyoming: 

They  may  look  real  small,  and  the 

y' 

re  small 

com 

pared  to  Clear  Creek,  and  French  Creek, 

a 

nd  Rock 

Cre 

ek,   ind  nice  resources  here  in  Johnson 

Co 

unty: 

but 

over  there,  they're  a  blessing.   They' 

re 

a  God-senc 

The 

y're  a  miracle. 

And  if  someone  says  that  there  are 

no 

uni 

que  features  on  the  PRLA,   the  Thunderbi 

r  3 

unJ 

erlying  my  ranch,  I'll  have  to  argud  wi 

th 

that  - 

or 

try  to,  because  I  think  the  artesian  we 

1 1 

one 

e  they're  gone,  they  probably  c^n't  be 

re 

placed. 

So 

I  feel  they're  unique. 

The  52  PRLAs  cover  76,000  acres. 

in 

this 

Res 

ource  Area;  and  so  if  these  were  mined. 

i 

f  these 

we  r 

e  going  to  be  mined,  could  it  be  done  i 

h 

an 

eco 

nomically-  and  an  env i ro nmen ta 1 ly -  sou nd 

m 

anner? 

I  guess  this  is  a  question  we  wou 

Id 

raise. 

And 

I'd  like  to  have  that  one  answered. 

The  B.L.M.  will  not  make  a  Decisi 

on 

rea 

lize,  on  the  PRLAs,  until  later.   We  Ee 

el 

tha  t 

the 

B.L.M.  should  study  the  PRLAs  now,  and 

e 

liminate 

the 

PRLAs  not  suitable  for  mining. 

Unsui tabi I i ty  criteria,  would  sugge 

St  that 

the 

144,000  acres  should  not  be  considered 

- 

which 

are 

presently  considered  in  the  R.M.P. 
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Alluvial  valley  floors:   Again,  are  in,  in 

effect,  Campbell  County.   Those  of  us  who  live  in 

Campbell  County  realize  that,  where  some  outsiders 

might  not,  just  passing  through. 

There  were  alluvial  valley  floors 

identified  in  Campbell  County.   Why  has  not  the 

8.L.M.  therefore  included  those,  considered  those. 

and  discussed  them  in  the  D  E.I.S.,  the  Draft 

Statement? 

In-stream  flows:   We  feel  the  B.L.M.  should 

provide  for  maintenance  of  in-stream  flows,  on 

screams  affected  by  new  development  and  mining 

projects,  to  protect  existing  users. 

The  Powder  River  Resource  Council  would 

support  biological  control  of  noxious  weeds;  and  I 

don't  believe  that  was  mentioned  in  the  Draft. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Thank  you. 

Mr.  Barlow. 

That's  all  the  Registration  I  have  for 

Testimony . 

Again,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  this  is  your 

Meeting.    If  there's  anything  you  would  like  to 

discuss,  or  say  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

they  want  you  to  do  this.   They  want  to  hear  what 

CA*imn                                                    .To-iHs  -i^ariNa  •la.iei.  •-c.                                                    v-oa* 
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and  added  to  the  problem  which  was  already  developed 

with  the  oil  companies,  and  their  tremendous  boom. 

I  just,  I  haven't  lived  there  all  my  life. 

I  guess  I'm  really  tired  of  having  everything  boom      I 

ill  the  t Irae  .  ! 

j 
There's  this  Recapture  Provision  in  the        ' 

I 

Wyoming  Law,  that  Counties  with  high  assessed 
valuation,  have  to  kick  into  the  State  Fund,  and 
they  pass  it  around. 

It's  kind  of  like  socialism:   I  mean,  you 
take  from  the  'haves',  and  give  to  the  'have-nots'. 

We  need  a  new  high  school  down  there. 
They're  talking  another  $12  million  bond  issue;  and. 
as  a  Tax-payer,  I'm  getting  tired  of  paying  for  bond 
issues. 

And  I  realize  that  the  energy  industry  pays 
most  of  the  Taxes  in  Campbell  County.   They  pay  a 
lot  more  than  I  do. 

But  the  Decisions  that  you  make  on  issuing 
new  Leases,  and  especially  with  this  due-diligence 
requirement,  can  sure  cause  us  to  have  a  maybe  an 
unnecessary  boom,  given  the  soft  coal  market. 

And  I  hope  you' II  really  think  about  that  - 
because  you're  causing  a  lot  of  people  impact  there. 

We're  kind  of  starting  to  catch  up,  there 
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you  have  to  say . 

So  if  there  is  anyone  there,  who  has  -- 

anyone  out  here,  who  has  anything  to  say,  now ' s  the 

time  to  let  the  Bureau  know  what's  on  your  mind, 

concerning  this  Draft. 

It  needs  to  be  s-iiJ,  so  that  it  can  go  back 

through  the  system,  all  thi  way  back  to  Congress,  so 

that  the  full  disclosure,  the  Environmental  Impact, 

concerning  this  Area,  will  be  heard  by  all  those 

Decision-Makers  who  will  be  concerned  with  this. 

MR.  MOHROE:    (Pause:)   Ed? 

FURTHER  COMMENTS  BY: 

MR.   SWARTZ:    I've  got  one  more  thing 

I'd  really  like  to  stress,  and  it  goes  back  to 

issuing  any  new  Leases: 

,5| 

Boy,  there's  a  lot  of  coal  leased;  and 

since  1967,  when  that  big  well  blew,  out  west  of 

Gillette,  and  concentrated  all  the  energy  companies', 

oil  companies'  especially,  interest  on  Campbell 

County,  Wyoming,  we've  been  in  a  boom  cycle,  a  boom 

cycle,  and  in  a  bust  cycle  lately. 

We've  been  so  far  behind  on  building 

schools,  and  building  roads,  and  trying  to  keep  up 

with  all  of  the  people  who  have  moved  in  -  because 

the  coal  industry  started  coming  in,  in  the  '703, 
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in 

OiHe 

tte  . 

They're  kind  of  catching 

up  With  the 

,tr 

eets  , 

and 

the  highways,  and  the  belt-loops,  and 

the 

road 

s  :  ar 

d  we're  needing  some  more 

schools  -  and 

the 

re's 

a  lot 

of  things  that  Town  need 

s  • 

But 

you  guys  could  maybe  help 

us  a  I  ittle  r 

bee 

ause 

some 

of  us  get  awful  tired  of 

1 
going  through     j 

this  tim 

e,  a! 

ter  time,  after  time. 

And 

It  used  to  be,  you  could 

go  to  Town; 

ind 

.  fro 

m  my 

place,  25  miles,  you  could  be  right  in 

the 

hear 

t  of 

Downtown,  in  about  25,  30 

minutes . 

»ow 

you  can  only  get  to  the  e 

dge  of  the 

Cit 

y  Lim 

its-- 

which  is  about  3  miles  ou 

t  there  from 

where  it 

used 

to  be--in  30  minutes;  an 

d  then  it 

tak 

ea  yo 

u  10 

minutes,  15  minutes,  to  g 

et  through  the 

lig 

hts. 

to  ma 

ke  it  down-town. 

And 

anything  that  you  can  do. 

can  add  to 

our 

problems ; 

and  it's  an  impact,  that 

maybe  you 

9uy 

s  don 

'  t  th 

ink  about. 

But 

I  don' t  want  to  live  in  a 

big  City.    If 

I  'd 

have 

wanted  to  have  lived  in  a  big 

City,  I 

wou 

Idn  ■  t 

have 

moved  out  here  a  long  ti 

ne  ago. 

Now, 

the  recommendations  that 

you  make,  can 

hav 

e  a  1 

ot  to 

do  with  this:  and  I  hope 

you  think 

a  bo 

at  all  the 

coal  that's  leased,  before  you  decide 

to 

lease 

some 

more  • 

1 

wT«MM«  Mtvoatixa  •■■>ic*  me 
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Thank  you. 

HEARIHG  OFFICER  CONARD:    Think  you, 
Mr.  Swartz. 

Anyone  else,  who  wishes  to  make  a  Statement?   1 

i 

Yes.  sir.    State  your  name,  please.             | 
COMMENTS_BY:                                  ! 
MR.  GORDON:    My  name  is  Mark  Gordon. 
I'm  a  rancher  from  Kaycee.                                  1 

I  don't  really  have  any  coherent  comments. 
As  you  know,  the  Big  Horn  Forest  Plan  ]U3t  came  out, 
and  I've  been  sort  of  spending  my  time  doing  that. 

As  I  look  through  this,  I  was  concerned 
about  a  couple  of  things: 

"i 

One,  Ln  the  Alternatives,  there  is  a 
discussion  of  the  timber  sales,  and  a  management 
object ive--correct  me  if  I'm  wrong--that  said 

1 

1 

aomething  to  the  effect,  that  you  would  like  to 

retain  as  much  flexibility  in  the  management  sale 

scheduling,  as  possible. 

And  then  in  conjunction  with  that,  there 
was  another  comment  that  suggested,  that,  in  certain 

areas,  one  would  want  to  suspend  grazing  activity  in 

the  areas  where  there  had  been  timber  harvest  y.o 
re-establish  stands  of  trees. 

\ 

I'm  a  little  concerned  about  the  effect 

/•'  M 

T\ 
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HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD 

Is  there         | 

anyone  -Ise  who  would  like  to  formal 

ze  a  Statement     | 

It  this  time? 

1 

( Pause :  )   Again ,  before  I  c 

i 

wishes  to  hear  all  the  data,  or  rece 

ve  ill  the  data,   i 

1 


that  you  folks  would  have,  concerning  this  Statement 
they  have  written. 

And  if,   up  until  the  2  J rd   lay  of  November, 
if  you  have  something  to  say  concerning  this  Statemen 
after  you've  looked  at  it  more,  please  do  so. 
Yes ,  sir. 

MR.  MORAVEK:    I 'm  'Digger'  Moravek. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Could  you 
spell  that ,  please? 

MR.  MONROE:    M - o- r -  a- v- i - c . 

MR.  MORAVEK:    M-o-r-a-v-e-k. 

MR.  MONROE:   Oh,  -v-e-k.    I'm  sorry. 
CqMMENTS_BY: 

MR.  MORAVEK:  I'm  a  Bohunk.  I  didn't 
come  down,  to  make  a  Statement.  In  fact,  I  laid  my 
hands  on  the  document,  just  as  I  came  in  the  door. 

Flipping  through,  as  was  mentioned,  there 
Ls  no  mention  in  here  about  the  A.V.F.s  -  the 
illuvial  valley  floors. 
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"1 

that  will  have  on  ranchers.    It  seems  to  me,  that  if 

you  have  a  flexible  schedule,  you  should  make  sure 

that  ranchers  have  the  opportunity  to  be  part  3f 

1 

that  scheduling:  and  that,  too,  you  should  adjust 

! 

timber  sales,  to  reflect  grazing  -  and  grazing  has      | 

be-?n  the  pririary  use  of  a  lot  of  these  lands,   for  a 
long  time. 

"i 

The  other  comment  I  have,  is  relative  to       1 

1 
1 

access  routes,  to  the  viSAs: 

There  was  one  access  route,  that  goes 

through  our  cow  camp.    I  don't  believe  that's  the 

best  access  route  . 

It  seems  to  tarmlnate  at  a  well,  where  I 

have  been  sick  about  4  times,  from  drinking  the 

water  of  it.    It  is  not  a  well  that  we  operate 
year-round. 

And  I  am  concerned  that  campers  moving  into 

...t  are.,  wouldn't  H.ve  a  cHance  to  ...„.  water. 

1 

that  is  potable . 

So  as  I  say,  I  will  submit  further  comments; 
but  I  don't  really  have  much  more  to  say,  -- 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Thank  you, 

MR.  GORDON:    --  at  this  time. 
Thank  you. 
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Now,  I 'm  aware  that  7  or  3  months  ago, 
there  was  a  change  in  the  outlook  on  A.V.F.s;  and 
the  new  look  appears  to  be,  that  alluvial  valley 
floors  can  be  mined,  if  the  mining  ioes  not 
materially  disrupt  the  production  from  a  particular 
ranch . 

I  just  lost  my  place,  to  a  coal  company.    I 
had  an  alluvial  valley  floor. 

Now,  to  me,  that  80  acres  of  illuvial 
valley  was  extremely  important.    It  was  what  carriad 
my  cow  herd  through  the  winter. 

When  It's  incorporated  into  a  ranch  of 
several  hundred  thousand  acres,  it's  spittin'   into  a 
wh  ir Iwind . 

And  the  alluvial  valley  floor,  under  my 
understanding  of  the  current  interpretations,  can 
now  be  mined. 

Now,  I  raised  this,  because  the  A.V.F.s  are 
important  to  Wyoming;  not  for  the  production  of  a 
particular  ranch,  but  because  those  alluvial  valley 
floors  carry  the  water  in  the  subterranean  areas, 
not  only  to  that  area,  but  to  many  other  areas. 

An  interruption  of  those  aquifers  is  not 
going  to  just  affect  that  small  acreage,  but  it's 
going  to  affect  a  lot  of  other  acres  m  the  area. 
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We  have,  in  Sheridan,  Johnson,  and  Cam pb ell 
Counties,  about  3  percent  of  the  total  land  areo 
which  is  A.V.F.s  -  alluvial  valley  floors. 

Now,  if  you  looJt  at  it,  good  hay  land  will 
produce  4  tons  of  hay  to  the  acre.   That  amount  of 
hay  will  carry  4  cows  through  the  winter. 

And  a  lot  of  people--and,  down  in  the 
Gillette  area,  don't  really  need  that  hay,  most 
years.  but--a  lot  of  people  in  this  country,  do  need 
that  hay. 

Now,  looli  at  that:    1  acre  will  carry  4 
cows  through  the  winter.   You  transpose  it  over  to 
the  amount  of  land  that  it  takes  to  carry  that 
animal  unit  through  the  summer,  and  you're  looking, 
in  many  cases,  at  30  acres. 

So  you've  got  a  ratio  of  1  to  100  and/or 
120  -  if  my  calculations  are  right,  here:   4  cows 
down  there,  on  that  acre  of  bottomland,  and  4  cows 
out  there  on  the  hills  in  the  summertime,  taking  tlie 
120  acres.   Or  you  can  knock  it  down  to  100.    Some 
of  It  IS  good  land  -  25-acre  land. 

But  those  alluvial  valley  floors  are 
extremely  important.   1  think  they  must  be  included 
in  an  over-all  assessment  here. 

Secondly,  a  mention  was  made  of  artesian 
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At)out  2    /ears  ajo.     I  contacted  the  people 
down  in  Gillette,  both  at  the  County  and  the  City  - 
responsible  members  of  -.  ne  Government,  down  there. 

And  I  ssked  them,  what  -/as  thdir  bonded 
indebtedness,  m  comparison  with  th-sir  Tix-base, 
bick  in  about  1972  -  previous  to  ;he  coal-nining. 

And  they  gave  me  a  figure,  as  I  recall,  of 
about  1  to  7  --  excuse  m«.   Their  bonded 
indebtridnL'33  in  1972,  was  about  S7  million. 

Okay.   Their  Tax-bise  was  something  -  and  I 
won't  quote  a  figure,  but  it's  available  from  both 
Agencies  down  there. 

^nd  in  1031,  .j\\  in     I  isked  for  this  inform'a- 
tion,   '81-'82,  their  Tax-base  had  increas«f^  areatly, 
because  of  the  influx  of  people,  the  mines,  the 
subdivisions  -  everything  else:  but  their  bonded 
indebtedness  had  increased  3  or  4  times  more  than 
the  Tax-base. 

How,  I 'm  saying  this,  to  relate  back  to  the 
fact!  There's  a  lot  of  people  who  are  second  on  the 
teat,  in  the  coal  mines  and  the  energy  boom . 

There  are  a  lot  of  people  who  don't  get  at 
that  chance:  and  they  are  the  ones  who  are  also 
carrying  the  burden  for  the  boom/bust  cycles. 

And  I  feel,  that  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
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wells: 

I've  got  a  good  neighbor.   He's  right 

across  the  Line,  in  Montana.    He  had  artesian  wells. 

flowing  we  1 L s ,   in  each  of  his  pastures,  up  until 

1 

about  the  late  19703. 

1 

The  mines  moved  m -   They  started  their 

1 

blasting  operations-    And  the  aqu i f e r s - - t he 

5 

'■cessurea.  and  so  forth,  that  satisfied  those 

artesian  weHs--were  disrupted,  ^nd  he  lost  every 

! 

one  of  them. 

Now,   It's  true:   The  coal  company  went  in. 

and  they  put  in  a  pump  down  on  the  river,  and  they 

j 

wera  pumping  the  water  out  there;  but  he  doesn't 

have  the  natural  regulatory  system  for  those  cattle 

watering  spots  that  he  had  previously. 

And  it's  just  a  helluva  lot  more  work  for 

him:  and  he's  not  getting  the  utilization  of  his 

Land,  that  he  was  getting  before. 

And  it  goes  right  back  to  the  interruption 

of  the  underground  aquifers  and  pressures,  that 

provided  his  cattle  water,  previously;  and  it  was 

^ 

caused  by  blasting  at  the  coal  mine. 

Thirdly--now,  I'm  on  pretty  tender  ground. 

here;  but  it  can  be  firmed-up.  by  some  attention  by 

othir  people: 

.■n«% 
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Management  to  propose  additional  lease  sale3--to  not 
oppose,  but  to  propose  additional  lease  sales--to 
propose  the  development  of  PRLA3--which  were 
explored,   in  contravention  to  the  existing 
Regulation3--illegally,  then  there's  something  the 
matter. 

And  we've  got  to  look,  not  only  at  the 
needs  of  the  energy  companies,  to  tie  up  everything 
for  50  year3--or  10  years,  sure,  with  diligent 
development  -  which  can  be  extended,  or  extended,  or 
extended,  based  on  extenuating  circumstances;  but--we 
need  not  only  to  look  at  their  needs  to  tie  up  all 
of  the  land  in  the  Country,  we  also  need  to  look  at 
the  effects  on  the  People  of  the  Region. 

Thank  you. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:   Thank  you. 
sir. 

Anyone  else?   Yes,  sir. 

MR.  GORDON:   I'd  like  to  ]ust--this  is 
Mark  Gordon,  again.   I  also  am  the  Northern  Plains 
Regional  Vice-President  for  the  Sierra  Club. 

And  I  would  like  to  say,  on  behalf  of  the 
Sierra  Club,  that  we  fully  support  the  Fortification 
Creek  WSAs  -  Wilderness  Study  Area;  and  we'll  work 
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towards  that. 

1 

I  am  not  sure  how  you  intend  to  resolve  the    | 

1 

leasing  conflicts  in  that  area:  and  I  have  not  seen     ] 

i 

.he™  .n  ch.s  docu^.n.  -  a.C  I'm  not  ,a.=  that  they      | 

Shouldn't  be  more  fully  explored  in  the  final  E.I.S.    I 

And  that  'sit.                                     ! 

HEARING  OFFICER  COUARD:    ThanH  you. 

MR.  GORDON:   Thank  you. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARO:    Yes,   sic         | 

FURT HE R_COMMENTS_B Y : 

HR.  SWART2:   Yeah.   Ed  Swartz.  again- 

I've  been  madly  writing,  here,  becjuse  two 

different  people  have  come  up  with  this  alluvial 

valley  floor  business. 

Okay.   How,   last  summer,  a  year  ago--no,  I 

guess  It  was  this  spr ing- -we  1 1 ,  I  did  the  field  work 

last  year,  but  the  development  --  or,  the 

information  came  on  out: 

21J 

On  my  ranch,  on  Wildcat.  Wildcat  Creek. 

Carter  Mining  Company  did  some  work  on  a  private 

lease--and  let  me  state,  that  I  owned  no  Mineral 

Rights,  so  it's  not  my  private  I  ea s e- - de te rm i ned 

that  Wildcat  Creek  is  indeed  an  alluvial  valley 

floor . 

^''IX 

But  the  small  part  of  their  Lease,  their 
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Lease  that  was  on  the  private  ground,  was 
insignificant  to  my  total  operation. 

Okay.   Quite  a  lot  of  the  coal  minerals  on 
Wildcat  Creek,  are  Federal  Government  minerals.    If 
the  B.L-M.  and  the  Federal  Government  elect  to  issue 
Leises  in  small  enough  parcels  on  Wildcat  Creek, 
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\ 

each  one  of  them  will  not  be  significant  to  my 

1 
operation.                                                    ; 

That's  been  determined  already:  Cven  though  | 
It's  an  alluvial  valley  floor,  they  can  mine  it  if 

It's  not  a  significant  effect  on  your  operation;  but 

\ 

If  you  add  1.   2.   3.  4  of  'm.  5  of  'm  together,  the 

i 

cumulative  effect  would  be  disastrous  to  me. 

I  talked  earlier  about  the  good  balance  of 

that  ranch.   The  hay  that  it  would  raise,  is  about 

equal  to  what  the  cows  would  eat  in  the  winter  - 

except  one  year,  when  you  get  a  bad  hay  year,  and 

you  get  a  bad  winter  at  the  same  time,  then  you  draw 

on  your  reserve.   But  over  a  10-year  period,  you'll 

have  a  little  extra  hay  left  over  -  and  to  me,  that's 

a  good  ba lance . 

22\ 

But  if  you  issue  Leases,  if  that  private 

\ 

lease  goes  through,  and  they  say  that  they  can  mine 

it;   Add  that  to  several  Federal  Leases,  and  we  can 

\ 

deterniine  that  there  would  be  no  significant  effect. 
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judging  each  one  separately:  but  I  think  you  want  to 
accumulate  those. 

And  this  alluvial  valley  floors:   1  didn''. 
run  across  it  anywhere  in  that  document,  either:  but 
I  think  it  should  probably  be  included. 

And  I  think  there  should  probably  be  some 
mention  made  in  there,  of  cumulative  effects. 

Thank  you . 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:   Thank  you, 
Mr.  Swartz. 

Anyone  else? 

MR.  MONROE:   Ed,  did  you  have  any 
comments  on  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas? 
HR.   SWARTZ:    Not  really. 
MR.  MONROE:    Thanks.    Fine. 
MR.  SWARTZ:    I  wouldn't  want  to  speak. 

1  just  wish  there  were  some  of  the  people 
in  the  Fortification  Area  here,  because  they're  my 
neighbors,  and  my  friends,  and  I'd  like  to  hear  what 
they're  feeling  about  it: 

because  they  run  a  lot  of  --  of  course,  I 
realize  there's  a  lot  of  B.L.M.  Land  out  there:  but 
they  run  a  lot  of  cattle  -  and  that's  the  heart  of 
their  operation. 

And  1  wish  they  would  be  here.   1  certainly 


don't  like  to  speak  for  them. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Yes,   sir. 

COHMENTS_BY: 
MR.  GRAVES:   Ken  Graves,  from  Kaycee. 
And  1  'm  a  rancher  down  there.   And  I  guess  1  'd  like 
to  say  a  little  bit  on  the  Wilderness  Designation. 

I  think  that,  if  I  understood  it  right, 
that  all  3  of  them  are  for  Non -De s i gna t ion ,  right 
now;  and  I  think  that's  right. 

I  would  --  some  of  the  language  in  there, 
that  was  talking  about  the  Areas,  I  don't  think  that 
they're  quite  as  natural  and  as  suitable  for 
Wilderness,  as  the  words  described  'm,  you  know. 

And  most  of  *m  are  small  enough,  that  a 
crippled  back-packer  could  cover  most  of  'm  in  a  day, 
you  know. 

Wnen  you  hold  up  one  of  those  Maps,  and 
look  at  them  2  little  dinky  Wilderness  Areas,  and 
then  right  here  above  it  is  the  Big  Horn  National 
Forest.  1  mean,  they're  lookin'  for  naturalness,  and 
secliiSior.  . 

^nd  that's  where  they  should  go.   1  mean, 
there's  worlds  of  it  there.   That  would  --  looks 
ridiculous  on  the  Map,  there,  to  me. 

And  --  (Pause:)   Let's  see:   What  else  did 
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I  --  (Pause:)   I'm  not  much  of  a  talker. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Take  your 

time.   We've  got  a  lot  of  time. 

HR.  MONROE:    (Pause:)   He  can  come 

back  to  you.  if  you'd  like. 

HR.  GRAVES:    Okay,  yeah. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Would  you 

like  for  us  to  do  that? 

HR .  GRAVES:   Yeah.   Go  ahead. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Is  there 

anyone  else,  who  would  like  to  speak  here  this 

evening,  before  we  close? 

QUESTION_BY: 

HR.  HARPER:    I  have  a  question  -  and 

that  is:   Why  is  it  the  B.L.M.  always  comes  to  these 

Meetings  -- 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    Please 

identify  yourself,  for  the  Record. 

MR.  HARPER:   And  I'm  Brad  Harper,  for 

the  Record,  with  Powder  River.                            j 

--  and  can't  answer  questions?                 ] 

I  think  that,  you  know,  a  lot  of  times,  a      i 

dialogue  at  these  Meetings,  might  be  very  helpful. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    We  have 

Public  Meetings,  the  Bureau  does,  for  answering  and 

/!!*% 
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But  the 

Law  requires  that  we 

hold 

a  Hearing, 

on 

,  especially  when  you  have  Wilderness  St 

jdy  Areas: 

an 

d  it  has  to  be 

a  Formal  Hearing,  wi 

th  th 

5  Hearing 

Es 

aminer,  that  Mr.  Conard  is  playing 

that 

role. 

se 

rving  as  that 

role  . 

And  we 

are  not  allowed,  unde 

r  the 

Regulations 

to 

have  this  so- 

called  dialogue. 

As  soon 

as  we  adjourn,  thouc 

h,  we 

will  . 

HR 

.  HARPER:    Okay. 

HR 

.  MONROE:    Willingly. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD: 

(Pa 

use:  ) 

An 

yone  else? 

(Pause: 

)   Do  you  have  any  more  to 

say,  sir? 

MR 

FURTHER  COMMENTS  BY: 

ss  1  got 

.   GRAVES:    Oh,   yeah. 

I  gue 

th 

ings  going  aga 

in,   I  guess. 

On  the 

Alternatives ,  I ' d  be 

in  fa 

vor  of 

Al 

ternative  A,   I 

think,  for,  oh,  I  do 

n ' t  know. 

se 

veral  rea  sons . 

1 

Reading 

through  all  of  the. 

most 

of  the 

Book,  there,   it 

sounded  like  the  Alte 

rnat  i 

ve  B  was 

DU 

St  a  little  mo 

re  --   (Pause : )  I  don 

t  kno 

w,  a 

li 

tt 1 e  detai led , 

I  guess,  than  Alterr 

at  ive 

A. 

(Pause: 

)   Get  all  my  "Uh's,' 

in  there,  and 

yo 

u ' 11  have  that 

thing  wore  out . 

..•.9I* 
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talki 

ng 

about 

these 

Their 

Offices 

are 

open 

every 

day. 

to 

discu 

And 

this  Statement 

that  is 

written. 

is  the 

Bursa 

u  '  s 

att  e 

mpt  to 

disclose 

all  of 

the 

envi  ronmenta 1 

conse 

que 

nces 

and  Al 

ternative 

s  that 

are 

concerned 

with 

the 

Study  Area 

This 

is  a 

Formal  Hearing; 

and 

it  is 

not 

withi 

ur  pr 

ocedur 

e,  to  answer  que 

at  io 

ns  at 

this 

Heari 

ng. 

It  1 

s  your 

Hearing. 

It  is 

for 

you 

to 

prese 

nt 

State 

ments 

to  us,   CO 

ncernin 

g  what  we 

have 

wr  itt 

en  . 

It  i 

s  our 

best  shot 

at  the 

iss 

ue  . 

It ' s  the 

Burea 

u  '  s 

best 

data 

that  they 

have  - 

com 

plete 

data 

that 

the 

y  hav 

e  . 

And 

If  you 

wish  to 

asX  que 

St  lO 

the 

1  Burea 

". 

there 

are  B 

ureau  peo 

pie  here  in 

the 

audience. 

{  whom 

you 

can 

go  ask 

those  qu 

est  ions 

to. 

And 

1  f  the 

y-re  not 

d  to 

your 

I  satisfaction,  then  1  would  suggest  that  you  make  a 
Formal  Statement  concerning  that. 

MB.  MONROE:    The  difference  simply  is, 
that  the  Public  Meeting  is  for  the  exchange  of 
information  -  the  dialogue,  to  help  answer  questions, 
and  that. 


.^'\'' 
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THE  REPORTER:     I  don't  do  those. 
MR.  GRAVES:    (Pause:  )    I  couldn't 
really,  or,  understand  that  --  what  the  stand  was, 
on  Alternative  A  on  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 
They  was  pretty  vague,  1  thought,  in  the  --  in  there. 

They  explained  it  out  pretty  good,   in 
Alternative  B. 

Alternative  A  was  pretty  vague  as  to  where 
they  stood,  and  what  kind  of  accesses,  and  --  and 
how  they  plan  to  manage  it,  for  grazing  and  stuff, 
was  pretty  vague  on  Alternative  A. 

And  I  guess  the  other  thing,  that  I  didn't 
find  hardly  anything  in,  or  nothin'  in  it,   I  guess, 
was,  oh,   in  some  of  the  --  I  guess  I  don't  have  a  -- 
but  the  ar cheologica 1 ,  and  thing,   findings  in  the 
southern  end  of  the  Big  Horns,  there,  were  -- 

The  B.L.M. ,   last  year,  about  this  time, 
issued  a  Permit  for  the  Middle  Fork  Dan,  down  there; 
and  they  --  I  think  that  that  was  probably  wrongly 
issued . 

And  I  woul d  commend  some  Organization,  or 
somebody,  to  push  the  B.L.M.  on  the  legality  of  that 
issue  on  that ■ 

1  think  there  was  --  it  was  --  it  wasn't 
studied  near  enough.    I  think  there's  a  lot  of 
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findings  there,   that  was  run  over,  and  could  have 
been  included  in  this  -  as  far  as  archeological  and 
environmental  impact,  you  know. 

And  that  should  have  something  to  do  with 
the  B.L.H.'s  management  of,  not  only  the  Resource 
Area,  but  everything  that's  concerned  with  that  end 
of  the  --  of  the  B.L.M.  Land,   is  the  amount  of 
people  that  that  may  be  bringing  in  there.    And  it's 
not  even  mentioned  in  there. 

(Pause:]    I  guess  that's  about  all  I  can  do. 
MR.  MONROE:    Thank  you. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CONARD:    ThanX  you. 
Anyone  else? 

(Pause:)   The  Hearing's  adjourned. 
MR.   MONROE:    Thank  you. 

(Hearing  Proceedings  Concluded 
7:55  p.m..   Wednesday, 
September  26,   1984.  ) 
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On  Page  17  of  Resi 
there  were  "no  unique  ri 
exchange  proposals. " 

(1)  I  am  a  unique  peroon.  (2)  This 
This  Is  a  unique  ranch  co  me  -  It's  my  mc 
well  balanced  with  good  grazing  land,  excellent  hay  bottom  land,  excellent 
winter  protection,  well  watered,  some  timber,  excellent  wildlife  habitat,  and 
over  75Z  deeded,  with  good  State  lands  leased.  &  the  balance  federal  lease. 
Last  spring's  storm  is  a  good  example.  Many  ranchers  in  Campbell  County  lost 
2SX  or  more  of  their  total  livestock.  1  lost  less  than  5Z.  Talk  to  ranchers 
south  of  town.  They  love  their  ranches,  but  they  like  my  ranch  with  Us  trees 
&  winter  protection,  too.  Ask  the  several  thousand  non-resident  hunters  who 
have  hunted  on  my  ranch  since  the  19^0'b  If  It  has  any  unique  resources,  alao. 

I  know  how  to  (1)  manage  this  ranch  (which  Is  In  a  PRLA  area),  (2)  take 
care  of  It  environmentally.  (3)  protect  wildlife  &  livestock  both,  (^}  aome- 
tlmes  show  a  profit  while  I  am  taking  care  of  the  rest.  I  strongly  pretest  the 
statement  that  "there  were  no  unique  resource  values"  and  thorough  castigate 
the  writer  of  that  statement.  A  word  of  advice  may  be  necessary  for  BLM  per- 
sonnell.  The  words  no,  none,  never,  all,  always  &  other  words  which  would 
totally  include  everything,  or  totally  exclude  everything  should  be  used  with 


Appendix  8  page  329  -  Wildcat  Cre 
by  Gulf.  Consolidation  Coal  was  the  1 
Who  owns  the  PRLA  rights?  If  Consol  h 
know,  as  much  of  my  surface  land  is 
Consol.  Gulf  is  aware  that  most  of  the 
cause  I  notified  them  and  can  produce 


Therefore  Gulf  cannot  n 
and  they  are  entitled  to 


le 


defense 
se  in  spit 


rea  with  7  PRLAs  is  Hated  as  owned 
owner  of  record  that  I  knew  about, 
old  these  to  Gulf,  I  would  like  to 
tved.  IF  Gulf  did  buy  these  from 
:  holes  were  drilled  Illegally,  be- 


good  faith  tr, 
Illegal  drilling. 


ctio 


Comment  -  page  34  &  page  83  Control 
lands .  As  I  understand  1 t ,  leafy  spurge  is  a 
County.  You  propose  treating  only  300  acre 
dictate  treating  as  much  as  possible,  as  soon 
this  noxious  weed— Allen  Hooney--Asst .  Directt 
weeds  quick  and  hard. 

I  believe  that  the  proposed  sale  Is  unne^ 
mines  have  much  un-used  capacity  to  mine  addltlo 
did  not  bring  a  fair  return  to  BLM  which  also  mea 
and  projecting  the  trickle  down  effect  the  count 
fair  market  value.   (3)  With  the  due  diligence 


oxlous  weeds  on  public  surface 
Bost  out  of  control  In  Sheridan 

annually.  Common  sense  would 
IS  possible  to  prevent  spread  of 

Camp.  Co.  Weed  &  Pest— Hit  the 


essary  because  (1)  Existing 
>1  coal.  (2)  The  1982  sale 
s  that  the  state  of  Uyocnlng, 
es  &  cities  did  not  receive 
equirements.  BLM  may  induce 


al 


mln 


ompletlon  &  further  depress  the  already  slow 
e  could  also  start  Che  boom-bust  cycle  which 
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C_E_R_T_I_F_2_C_A_T_E 

I,  RICHARD  A.  FLEMING,  a  Registered 
Professional  Reporter,  do  hereby  certify  that  I 
reported  by  machine  shorthand  the  Proceedings 
contained  herein,  and  that  the  foregoing  40  page 
constitute  a  full,  true  and  correct  Transcript. 

Dated  this  1st  day  of  October,   1984. 


^.^^M 


RICHARD  A.   FLE; 
R.  P.  R  .   -  CM. 
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has  plagued  the  eoergy  lodustry  io  Wyoming.  (5)  New  mines  could  and  would 
adversely  affect  the  air  &  land  quality,  wildlife  resources,  livestock  In- 
dustry, school  systems,  water  quality  and  quantity,  streets,  roads  highways, 
city  i    county  government ,  etc.  which  are  associated  with  another  boom.   (6) 


With  existing  mines  &  the  1982  coal  sale  enough 
only  maintenance  &  bybass  tracts  are  leased.  Ii 
lion  tons  of  cosl  were  mined  in  Campbell  County 
issued)  would  be  a  64  year  supply.  At  the  same 
per  year,  the  1982  sale  of  1.198  Billion  tons, 
supply.  How  much  coal  does  the  BLM  need  to  lea 
leases,  and  existing  fed.  leases  and  It  would  si 


coal  Is  already  available  If 
I  1983  approximately  88.6  mil- 
.  At  this  rate  the  PElLAs  (If 
mining  rate  88.6  million  tons 

this  would  be  a  13  1/2  year 
se.  Add  private  &  state  coal 
>em  that  enough  Is  leased  ai- 


re Is 

It 


Iders  as  veil  as  to  th 
>re  leases  which  will 
ality  of  live. 


and  local  reside 


ed.  would  put 
listing  coal 


3  21       Pages  lis  &  116   Affected  environment   Big  Game   You  give  figures  (in 
2  written  text)  on  i   of  Animals  using  BLM  land.   The  numbers  seem  small,  but  the 
117  shows  total  numbers  &  any  actions  taken  on  BLM  trill  also  affect 
tely  owned  adjacent  land. 

Page  119  -  Black  tailed  prairie  dog  towns — are  found  on  approz .  2000 
of  public  land.  Given  the  amount  of  BLM  land  In  the  area  796,846.  the 
acre  figure  seema  small.   .2SZ  or  1/A  of  IX 

4k  Table  3-32  shows  that  Came  &  Fish  estimates  show  mule  deer  and  antelope 
J  do  almoat  aa  much  for  the  gross  economy  of  Wyoming  as  cattle  and  sheep  (gross) 
I  for  the  private  aector.  (Animal  Unit  Basis)  Looks  like  lots  of  emphasis 
I  should  be  placed  on  maintaining  these  herds. 


2  table 
I  privst 


2000 


School 


^  Uyosing  law 


ntle 


situation  In  Campbell  County  -  due  to  the  'recapture  provision  in 
we  seed  to  examine  closely  any  new  leases  because  Campbell  County 
hoola  yet  we  pay  il2  million  to  the  recapture  fund  to  fund  other 
schools. 
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Alluvial  Valley  Floors  -  On  my  ranch  -  Carter  Mining  Co.  did  work  last 
on  a  private  lease  (I  own  no  mineral  rights)  and  determined  that 
ij Wildcat  Creek  is  Indeed  an  Alluvial  Valley  Floor,  but  the  small  area  that  was 
2  on  the  private  lease  would  be  iDslgnlf leant  to  my  total  operation.  If  BLM 
\  chooses  to  make  many  small  leases  on  Federal  coal  under  Wildcat  Creek ,  each 
I  would  be  InsigDlf leant,  but  the  total  cumulative  affect  would  be  dlsasterous 
^  to  ay  operi""*  — 


tlon. 
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Responses  to  Public  Hearing  Comments 

1 .  The  word  un/quewas  used  in  the  sense  of  its  literal  meaning, 

"one  of  a  kind,"  or  "without  equal."  Thus,  the  statement 
that  there  are  no  unique  resources  means  only  that  there 
are  no  one-of-a-kind  features.  On  the  basis  of  information 
that  the  BLM  has,  the  PRLAs  do  not  contain  unique 
resources.  This  does  not  imply  that  there  is  no  value  in 
the  resources  on  your  ranch  or  in  the  combination  of 
factors  that  make  it  well-balanced. 

We  agree  with  your  statement  that  the  words  no,  never, 
and  always  must  be  used  with  care. 

2.  The  BLM  is  aware  of  the  drilling  that  occurred  on  your 

ranch,  and  it  is  being  investigated.  If  it  is  determined  that 
the  drilling  was  not  done  in  accordance  with  regulations, 
those  lands  could  be  excised  from  the  PRLA  and  not 
considered  for  leasing. 

As  you  suggest,  the  Wildcat  Creek  PRLA  group  is  on  the 
edge  of  the  coal  outcrop.  If  an  applicant  can  demonstrate 
that  commercial  quantities  of  coal  exist  on  lands  where 
he/she  had  a  valid  prospecting  permit,  and  if  all  other 
requirements  defined  in  43  CFR  3430  are  met,  the  applicant 
is  entitled  to  a  noncompetitive  coal  lease. 

3.  The  reference  on  page  329  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS 

is  in  error.  Consolidation  Coal  Company  holds  the  Wildcat 
Creek  PRLAs.  The  error  has  been  indicated  in  the 
additions  and  corrections  for  appendix  8  in  this  final 
document.  The  correct  ownership  of  the  Wildcat  Creek 
PRLAs  is  indicated  on  table  3-16  of  the  second  draft  and 
on  the  coal  map  in  the  map  volume. 

The  map  you  refer  to  was  from  the  draft  EIS  for  the  round 
II  coal  lease  sale  in  the  Powder  River  Region  (USDI,  BLM 
1984a).  The  ownership  listing  on  that  map  was  in  error, 
and  the  error  has  been  corrected  on  maps  that  will  appear 
in  subsequent  coal  documents. 

4.  The  Buffalo  Resource  Area  works  closely  with  the  county 

weed  and  pest  control  supervisors  to  identify  and  control 
noxious  weeds  on  public  land.  As  we  indicated  on  page 
83  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS,  most  of  the  leafy  spurge 
on  public  lands  in  the  resource  area  is  in  the  Clear  Creek 
watershed  and  along  Powder  River  below  the  confluence 
with  Clear  Creek.  Of  the  estimated  16,000  acres  infested 
with  leafy  spurge  in  Sheridan  and  Johnson  counties,  only 
about  3%  (500  acres)  is  on  BLM-administered  public  land. 

The  Buffalo  Resource  Area  spent  more  than  $20,000  in 
1984  for  noxious  weed  control  on  public  land  and  plans 
to  spend  about  $30,000  in  1985.  We  will  continue  an 
aggressive  noxious  weed  control  program  to  the  extent 
that  funding  will  allow.  Assuming  current  funding  levels 
are  maintained,  it  is  estimated  that  the  control  effort  on 
public  land  will  keep  pace  with  that  on  the  adjoining  private 
land  in  Sheridan  and  Johnson  counties. 

We  recognize  the  importance  of  controlling  the  spread 
of  noxious  weeds  into  uninfested  lands.  Priority  in  the 
use  of  the  resource  area's  weed  control  funds  will  be  given 
to  maintaining  established  lines  of  control;  that  is.  attention 
will  be  given  first  to  preventing  the  spread  of  infestation 
to  new  areas  and  to  followup  control  in  areas  already 
treated. 

5.  The  second  draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  mention  a  coal  lease 

sale  planned  for  1984.  It  does  contain  references  to  a 
draft  coal  EIS  (USDI,  BLM  1984a)  that  was  prepared  for 
a  proposed  second  round  coal  lease  sale  in  the  Powder 
River  Basin  (page  98,  column  1,  paragraph  4). 

Existing  mines  in  Campbell  County  have  a  finite  coal 
reserve.  This  production  capacity  is  geared  to  market 


demand  and  the  amount  of  reserves.  The  flexibility  to 
adjust  production  capacity  in  response  to  the  market  is 
a  necessity  of  the  industry,  not  merely  an  idle  entity,  as 
you  suggested.  Therefore,  we  do  not  agree  that  existing 
mines  have  much  unused  capacity  to  mine  additional  coal. 

We  do  not  agree  that  the  due  diligence  requirement 
"induces  coal  companies  to  rush  mines  to  completion." 
The  coal  company  must  base  the  decision  to  mine  on 
the  company's  evaluation  of  its  ability  to  recover  its 
investment  and  make  a  profit.  There  are  many  important 
factors  to  consider  in  that  decision,  among  which  is  the 
due  diligence  requirement. 

The  coal  industry  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  has  not  been 
subject  to  the  boom-bust  cycle  that  has  characterized  the 
oil  and  gas  industry  (or  the  uranium  industry  in  the  past 
few  years).  The  coal  industry  in  the  Powder  River  Basin 
has  grown  steadily  since  the  early  1970s.  This  growth  is 
expected  to  continue  for  several  years,  after  which  coal 
production  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  should  stabilize. 

Phased  sales  of  coal  reserves  to  the  coal  industry  in  the 
Powder  River  Basin  should  enhance  the  stability  of  that 
industry.  Any  action  by  the  BLM  to  limit  or  manipulate 
the  availability  of  coal  reserves  in  the  Powder  River  Basin 
could  only  introduce  destabilizing  factors. 

6.  The  numbers  of  big  game  on  BLM  land  were  calculated 

according  to  the  proportion  of  BLM  land  in  the  resource 
area  (as  shown  in  table  3-25)  and  the  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  Department's  population  objectives  for  herd 
units  in  the  resource  area. 

7.  We  agree  that  big  game  species  are  valuable  to  the  state's 

economy,  as  table  3-32  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS 
indicates.  A  new  section  emphasizing  this  value  appears 
in  chapter  3  of  this  final  document  as  "Addendum  to 
Wildlife  Resources." 

8.  Most  of  the  prairie  dog  colonies  in  the  Buffalo  Resource 

Area  are  located  along  drainages  where  soils  and 
topography  are  suitable  for  prairie  dog  habitation.  Of  the 
approximate  total  of  200.000  acres  containing  prairie  dog 
colonies  in  the  resource  area,  about  3%  (6.000  acres)  is 
on  BLM-administered  public  land. 

9.  The   heading  you   noticed.    "Elimination  of   Livestock 

Grazing."  appears  on  page  17  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  as  a  subheading  under  the  category  of  "Alternatives 
Considered  But  Eliminated  from  Further  Study"  (page  16). 
The  introduction  to  this  section  on  alternatives  eliminated 
from  study  indicates  that  the  alternatives  briefly  described 
were  not  addressed  in  detail,  and  the  brief  discussion 
of  the  "no  grazing"  alternative  indicates  that  it  was  found 
"unreasonable  and  unfeasible." 

Although  we  have  not  listed  a  "no  coal  leasing"  alternative 
in  chapter  2,  elimination  of  coal  leasing  was  in  fact 
discussed  during  preparation  of  the  RMP/EIS.  An 
assumption  is  described  on  page  100,  column  1,  paragraph 
1,  that  "federal  coal  in  the  resource  area  that  is  available 
for  competitive  leasing  would  be  required  to  meet  any 
additional  coal  demands"  (emphasis  added).  Thus,  a  "no 
coal  leasing"  alternative  would  not  be  reasonable;  for  this 
reason  it  was  not  analyzed  further.  It  should  be  noted 
that  an  RMP  only  identifies  lands  available  for  further 

leasing  consideration.  Actual  leasing  and  the  leasing  levels 
are  determined  through  site-specific  coal  activity  planning. 

10.  There  are  major  differences  between  consultation  and 

consent.  These  two  actions  involving  qualified  surface 
owners  (see  Glossary)  are  specifically  defined  in  section 
714  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act 
(SMCRA— Public  Law  95-87  of  August  3, 1977).  The  same 
section  specifies  when  each  of  those  processes  will  occur. 
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Consultation  occurs  during  land  use  planning,  when  the 
BLM  is  required  to  consult  with  qualified  surface  owners 
regarding  their  preference  for  or  against  surface  mining. 
The  preference  expressed  by  a  surface  owner  during 
consultation  is  considered,  and  the  BLM  may  eliminate 
from  consideration  for  leasing  the  land  for  which  a 
significant  number  of  surface  owners  have  expressed  a 
preference  against  surface  mining. 

After  land  use  planning  is  completed,  expressions  of 
interest  on  specific  lands  are  requested  and  potential 
competitive  tracts  are  delineated.  An  in-depth  analysis  is 
then  prepared  for  each  tract.  Surface  ownership  can 
change,  or  landowners  can  change  their  opinions  in  the 
considerable  time  that  elapses  between  land  use  planning 
and  tract  delineation.  For  this  reason,  qualified  surface 
owners  are  contacted  again  before  a  tract  is  placed  into 
a  competitive  lease  sale.  This  time  the  owner's  consentior 
mining  is  requested.  If  a  qualified  surface  owner  refuses 
to  give  consent,  that  private  surface  is  immediately 
removed  from  the  competitive  tract  and  will  not  be 
considered  for  leasing. 

The  BLM  does  not  ignore  a  refusal  of  consent  from  a 
qualified  surface  owner  in  a  competitive  coal  tract  in  the 
Powder  River  Basin.  To  do  so  would  usurp  specific  surface 
owner  rights  that  are  identified  in  SMCRA.  There  have 
been  several  instances  in  which  qualified  surface  owners 
refused  to  give  their  consent  to  mining  and  their  private 
surface  was  removed  from  competitive  tracts.  Among 
these  were  the  Twentymile  Butte,  Donkey  Creek,  and  Bitter 
Creek  tracts. 

The  115  landowners  you  refer  to  were  not  asked  for  their 
consent  to  mining;  they  expressed  preferences  against 
surface  mining  during  land  use  planning.  The  consultation 
process  is  fully  described  on  pages  227,  228,  and  229  of 
the  second  draft  RMP/EIS. 

11.  See  response  1  to  public  hearing  comments  regarding  the 

use  of  the  word  unique  in  its  literal  sense.  The  BLM 
recognizes  that  artesian  wells  have  a  high  value,  and  they 
may  be  rare  and  are  certainly  unusual  within  the 
Thunderbird  PRLA  group.  However,  the  wells  have  no 
unique  properties,  other  than  perhaps  location,  that  would 
set  them  apart  from  other  artesian  wells. 

12.  The  initial  showings  for  all  PRLAs  were  reviewed  in  1984. 

There  appears  to  be  incomplete  information  on  some  of 
the  PRLA  groups.  The  BLM  has  made  recommendations 
to  correct  the  situation  or  to  have  the  PRLAs  in  question 
removed  from  consideration  for  leasing. 

13.  Alluvial  valley  floors  (AVFs)  may  or  may  not  be  mined. 

They  are  unsuitable  if  the  hydrologic  integrity  of  the  AVF 
could  not  be  reconstructed  after  mining  or  if  mining  would 
significantly  affect  a  farming  operation. 

There  are  several  reasons  for  not  doing  a  complete  AVF 
evaluation  during  land  use  planning.  The  BLM  has  no 
way  of  knowing  where  future  coal  lease  tracts  will  be 
located;  therefore,  we  would  have  to  conduct  AVF 
evaluations  on  all  coal  lands.  These  evaluations  require 
a  drilling  program,  identification  of  alluvium,  and 
identification  of  connected  hydrologic  regimes.  This  and 
other  information  is  combined  with  farm  or  ranch  records 
to  determine  the  effects  on  specific  farming  areas.  The 
Wyoming  DEQ  makes  the  formal  designation  according 
to  a  complex  formula.  In  essence,  if  more  than  5%  of  the 
base  operations  of  a  farm  would  be  affected,  then  the 
AVF  would  be  designated  unsuitable  and  would  not  be 
mined. 

It  would  be  extremely  uneconomical  to  conduct  these 
evaluations  before  delineation  of  coal  tracts.  In  addition, 
before  the  significance  of  AVFs  to  individual  farm/ranch 


operations  could  be  determined,  the  personal  business 
records  of  affected  farm/ranch  operations  would  need  to 
be  reviewed.  This  examination  of  private  records  on  a  wide 
scale  would  not  be  feasible  and  would  not  be  welcomed 
by  the  agricultural  industry  in  northeastern  Wyoming.  For 
these  reasons,  during  the  land  use  planning  phase  the 
BLM  only  defines  what  may  be  a  possible  AVF.  These 
possible  AVFs  are  identified  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  Wyoming  DEQ  is  responsible  for  AVF  designations 
through  agreement  with  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining,  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior.  DEQ  has  been  most  vigilant 
in  administration  of  the  AVF  protection  program  and  has 
not  allowed  surface  mining  of  significant  AVFs.  The  BLM 
believes  that  this  approach  to  AVF  protection  is  the  most 
cost-effective  and  that  it  helps  keep  the  federal  government 
out  of  private  business  matters. 

14.  The  maintenance  of  in-stream  flows  to  downstream  users 

is  the  responsibility  of  the  state  of  Wyoming.  The  surface 
mining  company  is  responsible  for  replacing  water 
supplies  for  users  whose  water  use  has  been  affected 
by  surface  mining  activities.  Conflicts  over  appropriated 
water  supplies  that  are  affected  by  development  are 
resolved  by  the  state  of  Wyoming,  which  considers  all 
the  neighboring  appropriated  water  supplies. 

15.  Coal  industry  growth  and  the  availability  of  reserves  in 

the  Powder  River  Basin  are  discussed  in  response  5  to 
the  public  hearing  comments.  As  part  of  land  use 
planning,  the  BLM  has  identified,  and  will  continue  to 
identify,  lands  that  may  be  considered  for  further  coal 
leasing.  Leasing  levels  are  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  after  consultation  with  the  governor  of  each 
state  affected  and  the  appropriate  regional  coal  team.  The 
process  for  establishing  leasing  levels  and  the  factors  to 
be  considered  are  defined  in  43  CFR  3402.2.  If  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  establishes  a  coal  leasing  target 
for  the  Powder  River  Region,  the  BLM  will  then  begin 
the  tract  delineation  process  that  may  culminate  in  a 
competitive  lease  sale  for  this  region. 

BLM  personnel  discussed  your  comments  with  local 
officials  in  Campbell  County.  No  general  sentiment  against 
coal  leasing  was  expressed,  and  it  is  generally  thought 
that  there  is  enough  money  to  fund  new  schools.  In 
general,  the  "recapture  provision"  was  viewed  as  unfair 
or  not  well  formulated. 

Taxation  and  funding  for  local  entities  are  discussed  in 
detail  in  response  19  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

16.  As  a  courtesy,  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  office  notifies 

grazing  lessees  when  timber  sales  are  planned  on 
forestland  within  the  boundary  of  a  grazing  lease.  The 
grazing  lessee  at  that  time  has  an  opportunity  to  express 
any  concerns  he  or  she  may  have.  The  BLM  can  make 
adjustments  in  the  conditions  of  the  sale  of  timber  to 
alleviate  any  foreseeable  conflicts  if  such  adjustments  are 
fair  and  equitable  to  all  parties  concerned. 

The  practice  of  temporarily  suspending  or  adjusting 
grazing  activity  after  timber  harvesting  is  expected  to  be 
used  only  in  situations  where  livestock  grazing  could  not 
be  controlled  and  would  result  in  significant  impairment 
of  the  long-term  productive  capacity  of  the  forestlands. 
In  such  instances,  the  BLM  will  give  the  grazing  lessee 
at  least  two  years'  notice  before  the  temporary  suspension 
or  adjustment  takes  effect.  The  BLM  anticipates,  however, 
that  most  conflicts  between  livestock  grazing  and  the 
regeneration  of  forestlands  could  be  alleviated  through 
the  use  of  cooperative  grazing  use  agreements  between 
BLM  and  the  grazing  lessee  rather  than  by  formal 
suspension  of  grazing  activity. 
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17.  The  access  route  for  the  North  Fork  WSA  is  proposed 

because  of  its  nearness  to  a  county  road  and  because 
this  route  would  cross  a  smaller  amount  of  private  land 
than  any  other  suggested  route.  This  access  route  runs 
%  mile  west  of  the  Gordon  cow  camp;  it  does  not  go 
through  the  cow  camp.  The  intent  of  proposing  this  route 
was  to  keep  it  as  far  as  possible  from  the  cow  camp  while 
taking  advantage  of  existing  access  routes  wherever 
possible. 

The  BLM  is  not  aware  of  the  location  of  the  well  containing 
bad  water.  It  was  not  the  intent  in  planning  to  locate  the 
access  route  near  a  well.  A  possible  solution  to  such  a 
problem  would  be  to  relocate  the  trail  a  safe  distance  away 
or  to  erect  signs  indicating  that  the  well  is  unsafe. 

18.  See  response  13  to  public  hearing  comments.  AVFs  are 

also  discussed  on  page  225  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS. 

19.  The  state  constitution  limits  the  bonded  indebtedness  of 

counties,  communities,  and  schools  in  Wyoming  to  2%, 
4%  and  10%,  respectively,  of  assessed  valuation.  Funds 
raised  by  counties  and  communities  under  "special 
districts"  and/or  revenue  bonds  (which  are  used  for  large 
public  works  projects)  are  not  included  in  the 
constitutional  limits,  nor  are  funds  raised  by  cities  and 
towns  under  general  obligation  bonds  on  which  votes 
are  taken  in  a  general  election.  The  Wyoming  State 
Constitution  also  provides  for  an  additional  4%  of 
assessed  valuation  for  towns  and  cities  to  raise  funds 
for  sewer  projects;  thus,  the  total  debt  limit  for  towns 
and  cities  is  8%. 

It  is  true  that  the  tax  base  in  Campbell  County  has 
increased  tremendously.  This  is  overwhelmingly  due  to 
increased  energy  valuation.  It  is  also  true  that  bonded 
indebtedness  has  increased  at  a  much  faster  rate  than 
the  tax  base.  A  conversation  with  a  Campbell  County 
official  indicated  that  bonded  indebtedness  in  Campbell 
County  has  increased  from  $945,000  in  1980  to  about  $10.2 
million  in  1984.  A  staff  member  of  the  Wyoming 
Department  of  Economic  Planning  and  Development 
(DEPAD)  indicated  the  1984  level  to  be  closer  to  $13.5 
million. 

The  perception  of  "excessive"  increase  in  indebtedness 
could  result  from  the  debt  having  increased  from  almost 
nothing  to  either  of  these  levels.  However,  the  assessed 
valuation  of  Campbell  County  was  about  $1.5  billion  in 
1983  and  should  approximate  that  level  in  1984,  imparting 
a  debt  ceiling  for  the  county,  under  the  Wyoming 
constitution,  of  about  $30  million.  Bonded  indebtedness 
in  Campbell  County  is  therefore  well  within  the 
constitutional  limits.  When  this  is  coupled  with  the  fact 
that  Campbell  County  will  have  retired  at  least  $10.2  million 
of  the  outstanding  bonds  by  1987,  concern  over  Campbell 
County's  bonded  indebtedness  should  be  eased. 

It  is  true,  also,  that  officials  of  the  Campbell  County  School 
District  are  concerned  about  the  present  formulation  of 
the  new  "recapture"  provision  in  Wyoming  statutes.  This 
stems  from  the  fact  that  the  "recapture"  provision  caused 
$14  million  of  Campbell  County  School  District  revenues 
to  be  "redistributed"  to  other  counties,  and  this  is  forcing 
the  Campbell  County  School  District  to  have  a  bond 
election  for  a  bond  issue  that  will  provide  $14  million  in 
funds  for  the  construction  of  a  new  secondary  school. 

This  level  of  bonding,  however,  would  represent  only  about 
9%  of  the  school  district's  constitutional  limit  on  bonded 
indebtedness,  based  on  the  county's  assessed  valuation 
of  $1.5  billion.  In  addition,  the  bond  election  would  not 
be  necessary  under  a  different  formulation  of  the  recapture 
provision. 


The  outstanding  bonded  indebtedness  for  the  city  of 
Gillette  is  composed  of  general  obligation  bonds  and 
revenue  bonds  that  were  voted  for  in  a  general  election. 
These  bonds  were  issued  to  provide  funds  to  obtain 
additional  water  and  possibly  some  sewage  capacity. 
These  types  of  bonds  are  paid  for  by  fees  paid  by  the 
users  of  the  facilities  that  the  bonds  funded;  they  do  not 
become  a  general  tax. 

A  conversation  with  a  Gillette  city  official  indicates  that 
the  city's  bonded  indebtedness  is  well  within  the  limits 
set  by  the  constitution  and  all  bonds  that  have  been  issued 
are  rated  "class  A,"  indicating  a  very  good  debt  position. 
In  addition,  all  bond  issues  were  accomplished  in  a  manner 
that  would  allow  the  city  to  manage  its  debt  without  any 
funds  that  might  be  generated  by  coal  development,  and 
all  bonds  that  are  now  outstanding  should  be  retired  in 
1997. 

It  is  quite  probable  that  there  are  individuals  who  do  not 
benefit  from  the  public  works  and  facilities  that  have  been 
funded  by  the  bonded  indebtedness  in  Campbell  County; 
however,  in  view  of  the  constant  increase  in  coal 
production  in  that  county  and  the  long-term  nature  of 
coal  contracts,  it  appears  unlikely  that  those  individuals 
would  bear  any  significant  burden  in  repaying  that  debt. 

20.  We  appreciate  your  comments  on  the  Fortification  Creek 

WSA.  There  are  three  post-FLPMA  oil  and  gas  leases 
covering  approximately  1,520  acres  in  the  WSA.  There 
is  no  activity  on  those  leases  at  this  time.  Each  lease 
contains  a  wilderness  protection  stipulation  that  requires 
the  operator  not  to  impair  wilderness  characteristics  and 
suitability  for  wilderness  designation.  If  the  lease  is 
developed  within  WSA  boundaries,  any  development  and 
reclamation  work  would  have  to  be  completed  by  the  time 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  makes  his  recommendation 
to  the  President  as  to  the  area's  suitability  or  nonsuitability 
for  preservation  as  wilderness.  Current  information 
appears  to  indicate  that  all  leases  in  the  WSA  could  be 
developed  from  outside  the  WSA  boundaries. 

There  are  no  coal  leases  in  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA. 

21.  AVFs  are  discussed  on  page  225  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 

EIS  and  in  response  13  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

22.  The   regulatory  agency   (BLf\/l  and/or  \Nyom\ng   DEQ) 

evaluates  the  entire  farm  or  ranch  operation  and  the  entire 
mine  operation  at  the  same  time.  The  AVF  on  Wildcat 
Creek  would  be  considered  in  its  entirety,  not  just  the 
part  on  your  ranch.  The  total  impact  on  that  entire 
hydrologic  feature  would  be  evaluated.  Also  see  response 
13  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

23.  AVFs  are  discussed  on  page  225  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 

EIS  and  in  response  13  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

24.  Thank  you  for  your  comments  on  the  WSAs.  The 

wilderness  inventory  completed  in  1979  determined  that 
all  three  areas  were  natural  and  contained  wilderness 
characteristics.  The  minimum  size  requirement  for  WSAs 
is  5,000  acres;  all  three  WSAs  meet  this  requirement. 

25.  Your  preference  for  Alternative  A  has  been  noted.  We 

appreciate  your  comment. 

26.  Under  Alternative  A  the  WSAs  would  be  managed  under 

the  guidelines  of  the  Buffalo  MFP.  Many  of  the  planning 
decisions  in  the  MFP  were  deferred  when  the  fi/IFP  was 
prepared  because  the  wilderness  process  had  not  been 
completed.  The  MFP  decisions  are  summarized  on  pages 
28  and  29  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS. 

27.  The  BLM  did  not  issue  a  permit  for  the  Middle  Fork  Dam; 

it  has  no  authority  to  do  so.  The  BLM  did  grant  a  right- 
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of-way  for  the  BLM-administered  lands  that  would  be 
inundated  by  the  reservoir  if  the  dam  were  built. 

28.  See  response  1  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

29.  See  responses  2  and  3  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

30.  See  response  4  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

31 .  See  response  5  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 


32.  See  response  6  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

33.  See  response  8  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

34.  See  response  7  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

35.  See  responses  15  and  19  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

36.  See  responses  13  and  18  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 


Letters  Received,  and  Responses 


1-1 


Uniied  Slates  Deparimeni  of  the  Inleriof 

NATIONAl     PARK   SERVICE 

ROCKV     MOLiNTAIN     REGIONAL    OFFICE 

6tS  Parl«(  Simi 

PO  Bo»  2SIB7 

Dcn>«r.  Colorado   »(j::) 


L7619  (RMR-PC) 
Heoorandum 


OCT  10  BM 


Area  H«nager,  Buffalo  Resi 
Buffalo.  Wyonlng 


of  Land  HanagemeaCt 


ctor,  Planning  and  Reai 


Associate  Regional  DiF' 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Review  of  the  Second  Draft  Resource  Management  Plai 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Buffalo  Rea< 
Casper  District.  Wyoming  (DES  84/43) 


viewed  the  subject 


and  has  the 


The  National  Park  Service 
following  comments. 

The  identification  of  National  Natural  Landmarks  (HNLs)  on  page  26  of  the 
subject  document  listed  under  the  heading  of  Recreation  and  Visual  Resourc 
Management  Alternatives  should  be  corrected  as  follows: 

The  Red  Uall/Hole-ln-the-Wall  area  has  not  been  nominated  as  a  NNL  nor  do  < 
have  it  listed  as  a  potential  opposed  to  a  scenic  landmark,  and  is  so 
classified  in  the  Great  Plains  (Geological)  Natural  History  Theme  Study. 


Additionally,  the  following  potential  NNLs.  listed  by  < 
within  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area: 

Sheridan  County 

Bald  Mountain  Erosion  Surface 

Bull  Elk  Park  Resource  Natural  Area 

Tongue  River  Granite  Gorge 

Wolf  Creek  Overturned  Folds 

Hunt  Mountain  Geologic  Site 

Johnson  County 

Cloud  Peak  Glacial  Terrain 

Hazelton  Plain 

Hayworth  Incline 

Hosier  Gulch  Solifluctlon  Terraces 

Powder  River  Pass  Felsenmeer 

Campbell  County 

Pumpkin  Buttes 


Responses  to  Letter  1 

1.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  our  error.  The  application  has 

not  yet  been  processed. 

2.  We  appreciate  the  information  on  the  status  of  national 

natural  landmarks  in  our  three-county  area.  We  have 
contacted  Ms.  Madison  of  the  National  Park  Service, 
Denver,  and  requested  fact  sheets  on  all  of  the  national 
natural  landmarks  in  our  resource  area.  We  anticipate 
that  most  sites  will  be  on  private  land  and  not  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  BLM.  Any  BLM  actions  that  may  be 
carried  out  within  the  boundaries  of  these  landmarks  will 
be  evaluated  case  by  case  so  that  site  integrity  will  not 
be  jeopardized. 


1-2 


2  I  F\irther  planning  for  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  should  take  into  account  thesi 

S  potential  designations  and  avoid  Impacts  that  could  adversely  affect  the 
.outstanding  ecological  and  geological  features  of  these  areas.   Information 
I  on  the  NNL  Program  can  be  obtained  from  Ms.  Carole  A.  Madison  at  the  above 


iaddr 


by    telephoning    (303)234-6443. 


i^^Uh^jdf^L^  ( ^^ 
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UNITED  STATES 
NUCLEAR  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 

WASHIMOTON.  O.  C.  206M 

OCT  1^  1984 


Oatvct  Coloodo  60315 


noranda 


Rocky  Mountain  0<tli>CI 

Tti  I303)»ee4«64 
Teici  4^43T& 
No'inda  OVR 


November  7,  1964 


Hr.  Glenn  Bessinger,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagement 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  Wyoming  82834 

Dear  Mr.  Bessinger: 

M  We  have  reviewed  the  Resource  Management  Plan  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
I  Statement  (EIS),  dated  August,  1964,  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
I  Interior  for  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  Our  review  was  directed  to 
J  whether  the  action  described  In  the  draft  EIS  Involved  matters  within  our 
Ijurlsdlctlon  by  law  or  special  expertise  or  had  any  potential  Impact  on 
INRC  licensed  facilities.  No  potential  effects  were  identified;  therefore, 
Kwe  have  no  specific  conments  on  the  draft  EIS. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  document. 

Sincerely, 


■Idchard  H.  VoUmer,  Director 
Division  of  Engineering 
Office  of  Nuclear  Reactor  Regulation 


Hr.  Glenn  Bessinger 
Area  Manager 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  Wyoming  82834 


Dear  Mr.  Bessinger: 


After  reviewing  the  second  draft  of  the  Buffalo  Area 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP),  I  wou  Id  like  to  express  my 


I  understand  that  multiple  restrictions  cover  the 
same  area ,  however,  these  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  explora- 
tlon  are  excessive.  The  facts  presented  here,  lead  me  to  three 
conclusions  with  serious  implications. 

12  1.   Your  office  has  no  clear  perception  of  the  actual 

S number  of  acres  with  restricted  access.   If  this  were  not  true 
lit  would  be  clearly  published  In  the  RHP. 

2^  2.    The  BLH  Is  planning  to  dictate  surface  land 

2  management  policy  on  state  and  private  land.   I  feel  this  Is 
|not  part  of  the  BLH  mandate. 

3S  3.    The  6LM  does  not  encourage  exploration  for  oil 

land  gas  resources  In  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.   Again,  con- 
Itrary  to  the  mandate  given  the  6LM. 


Response  to  Letter  2 


3-2 


1.  Thank  you  for  your  comment;  your  response  has  been 
noted. 


Mr.  Glenn  Bessinger 
November  7,  1984 
Page  2  of  2 


I  wou  Id  encourage  you  to  more  accurately  represent 
the  acreage  where  you  plan  to  restrict  surface  occupancy.  I 
believe  you  should  restrict  your  surface  management  planning  to 
surface  lands  you  have  Jurisdiction  over.  If  these  can  be 
accomplished,  some  of  my  concerns  wilt  be  alleviated. 

Sincerely, 


WET/jla 
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Responses  to  Letter  3 


4-1 


1.  Table  4-4  on  page  175  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  clearly 

indicates  the  number  of  acres  with  surface  restrictions. 
A  revised  table  4-4  appears  in  the  additions  and 
corrections  to  chapter  4  of  this  final  document.  Some 
erroneous  numbers  have  been  corrected,  and  the 
misleading  totals  have  been  removed.  The  presentation 
of  the  total  acreages  was  misleading  because,  as  you 
noted,  there  are  several  areas  on  which  restrictions 
overlap.  Maps  showing  the  extent  of  leasing  restrictions 
are  available  for  review  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
office. 

The  entire  resource  area  is  open  to  oil  and  gas  exploration. 
The  only  conditions  are  year-round  "no  surface 
occupancy"  (NSO)  restrictions  on  slopes  of  25%  or  more, 
in  some  wildlife,  scenic,  and  cultural  areas,  and  in  the 
three  WSAs.  These  year-round  NSO  conditions  would 
apply  on  514,460  acres  under  Alternative  A  (or  10.86% 
of  the  federal  minerals  in  the  resource  area)  or  on  360,640 
acres  under  Alternative  B  (7.6%  of  the  federal  minerals). 
Other  conditions  that  may  restrict  exploration  activities 
are  seasonal;  such  restrictions  do  not  eliminate  areas  from 
exploration. 

2.  Section  202  of  FLPMA  requires  that  the  Secretary  of  the 

Interior  develop,  maintain,  and  revise  land  use  plans  for 
public  lands  where  appropriate  under  the  principles  of 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.  FLPMA  further  defines 
public  land  as  any  land  or  interest  in  land  owned  by  the 
United  States  (Section  102e). 

The   BLM   planning   regulations   (43  CFR   1600)   are 
consistent  with  FLPMA  in  the  use  of  the  term  public  lands. 
Part  1601.0-5(k)1-8  defines  what  resource  management 
plans  must  contain.  Section  1601 .0-8  says ". . .  Additionally, 
the  impact  on  local  economies  and  uses  of  adjacent  or 
nearby  non-Federal  lands  and  on  non-public  land  surface 
over    federally-owned    mineral    interests    shall    be 
considered."  Further,  FLPMA  and  the  planning  regulations 
define  which  major  land  uses  are  to  be  addressed.  Mineral 
exploration  and  development  are  included  in  those  land 
uses,  according  to  section  103L  of  FLPMA  and  section 
1601 .0-5(f)  of  43  CFR  1600. 

Section  102  of  NEPA  says  that  "Congress  authorizes  and 
directs  the  federal  government  and  its  agencies  to  use 
a  systematic  interdisciplinary  approach  which  ensures  the 
integrated  use  of  the  natural  and  social  sciences  and  the 
environmental  design  acts  in  the  planning  and 
decisionmaking  which  may  have  an  impact  on  man's 
environment. "  Therefore,  we  conclude  that  federal 
minerals  under  private  surface  are  a  federal  interest  and 
must  be  addressed. 

3.  On  page  92  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS,  at  the  top  of 
column  2,  the  text  specifically  indicates  a  policy  of 
encouraging  exploration  by  private  industry.  We  feel  that 
this  policy  is  reflected  throughout  our  minerals 
management  program  and  is  consistent  with  multiple  use 
of  the  public  lands.  Also  see  the  response  to  comment 
1  of  this  letter. 


Glenn  bessingert   itreu  M<knat£«r 
Bureau  of  i^nd  MtAn&geoent 
300  Spruc«  iatraat 
AiffMlo.   Uyomns     828)4 

ij«i^  Sir: 


1  wiih  to  submit   the  following  corudi 
the  auffitlo  Rtaourcs  K«n»gement  Plftn. 


Sldon  L.    Alliaon,    , 
5055  Ciry  Ave. 
C«eper,    Wyoming     6 

November    IJ,    1984 


nt  Draft  EIS 


In  your  aiecuaelon  concerning  the  affected  environment  there  -re  several 
Ihings,  with  respect  to  miner*l  exploration  and  development  {eBpeclally  oil 
«nd  g<is),  which  have  been  left  out<  The  baeic  requiremente  for  conducting 
ouneral  exploration  activities  consist  of  money,  manpower,  technology,  and 
a  place  to  looK.   taithout  the  last  item,  all  of  the  rest  are  meaningless. 
Mineral  exploration  und  development  activities,  by  their  very  nature,  oust 
incorporate  <*  great  de^l  of  data  collection  and  interpretation,  and  therefore, 
a  large  number  of  uncertaintira.   In  oraer  to  evblu^te  the  oil  and  gas  poten- 
tial of  -  given  area  the  subsurface  geology  of  the  area  must  be  interpreted. 
In  evaluation  of  the  subsurface  geology  involves  a  thorough  analysis  and  In- 
terpretation of  complicatea  subsurface  stratigraphic  and  structural  relation- 
ships involving  folds,  faults,  inconforml ties,  fades  changes,  etc.  which  may 
or  may  not  be  reflected  by  the  surface  geology. 

finy  rocK  that  is  poroufl  and  permeable  can  serve  as  a  reservoir  for  oil 
and  gas  accumulation.   Sedimentary  rocks,  eepecially  sandstones  and  carbonates, 
are  the  most  common  rock  types  which  possess  these  properties.   Oil  and  gas 
can  be  trapped,  either  completely  or  in  part,  by  the  deformation  of  the  res- 
ervoir rock.   This  deformation  may  be  accomplished  by  folding,  faulting,  or 
both,  in  either  a  single  episode  or  several  episodes.   Oil  and  gas  can  also 
be  trappea,  either  completely  or  partially,  by  stratigraphic  variations  in 
the  reservoir  rock  as  it  was  originally  deposited,  or  at  some  later  point  In 
time  due  to  chemical  proceaaes.   All  of  these  factors  control  the  direction 
and  rate  of  flow  of  fluids  within  the  rock  srid  may  influence  or  control  the 
position  of  the  pool  within  the  atruetural  or  stratigraphic  trapping  feature. 
Kany  traps  are  the  result  of  complex  combinations  of  structural,  stratigraphic, 
*nd  fluid  variations  that  are  difficult  to  evaluate  from  available  data  before 
the  oil  and  gas  reservoir  is  discovered.   There  is  no  direct  method  of  locating 
an  oil  and  gaa  reservoir. 

H  recent  historical  analysis  of  oil  and  gas  exploration,  conducted  by  H. 
William  Menard,  indicated  that  during  the  1970's  the  vast  majority  of  new  pet- 
roleum resources  discovered  were  small  in  sue,  but  large  In  number.   The  in- 
dustry, in  general,  discovered  about  three  times  as  many  small  fields  (10,000 
to  1,000,000  barrels  or  equivalent  gas)  than  It  has  discevered  in  the  past 
with  the  same  amount  of  drilling.   The  oil  and  gas  Industry  is  becoming  mors 
adept  at  finding  small  fields  containing  an  avsrage  of  )00,000  barrels  of  oil 
or  equivalent  gaa  and  covering  an  area  of  about  !^  square  mile.   The  oil  and 
gas  potential  of  an  area  cannot  be  evaluated  until  after  the  promising  struct- 
ures have  been  extensively  drilled  and  evaluated. 
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The  previous  discussion  snuoeratea  the  large  amount  of  data  which  the  oil 
and  gas  industry  must  aceuBulats  in  order  to  conduct  oil  and  gas  exploration 
activities.  Information  on  subsurface  structure  and  the  physical  character- 
istics of  subsurface  formfttions  is  primarily  accumulated  fr«a  geophysical  work 
and  drill  logs.  You  have  indicated  the  large  amount  of  seismic  work  which  is 
taking  place  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  BLM  management  often  advocates  the 
use  of  "slant"  drilling,  but  controlled-dir"':ti..nal  (slant)  aril''"t;  "  ^^^Y 
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'"■.i.'er!'  -f   j]  ^n  '  t;a=  ;.r-f'i-i-^  ri.i.ig  rp-j^-i  ^_.  t.-  »e  •iercvereC   giv<"  i'f 
jco 'ir'li»t<  ^^  ?*'r~r*?  great  importance  for  increasing  petroleum  reserves  and 
production.  The  basic  impact  which  the  lease  restrictions  poae  is  not  only 
to  prevent  petroleum  discoveries,  but  also  to  prevent  or  hinder  the  constant 
data  acquiaition  which  is  necessary  to  conducting  a  viable  mineral  exploratioi 
program. 

The  Buffalo  Oil  and  Gas  EA  lists  four  alternatives.   The  first  two  pro- 
pose an  increase  in  the  intensity  and  number  of  environmental  restrictions 
to  be  impoaed  upon  lease  ownera.   The  fourth  one  conaidera  iasulng  leases  not 
without  restrictions  but  waiting  to  prepare  them  when  lessees  submit  AFD's. 
This  alternative  was  rejected  becauae  (a)  management  decisions  would  be  incon- 
sistent and  (b)  lessees  might  saddled  with  unexpectedly  tough  reatrictione. 
Frankly,  I  do  not  understand  what  the  rationale  given  means  and  I 
would  do  a  better  job  of  explaining  it, 
number  of  environmental  protection  meaai 
mation  auggesta  that  BLM  restrictions  a 
source  value  considerations  aupport  inc: 
protection  (BOG,  p,  18)."   Alten 
on  what  appeara  to  be  a  lack  of  any  analysis 
not  to  honestly  consider  reducing  the  number  of  : 
oil  and  gas  development. 

four  own  information  base  reveals  that  863t  of  the  range 
excellent  condition  (p.  79),  and  9C%  of  the  stre- 
are  in  fair  to  good  condition  (p.  111).  The  sta 
leks  (sage  grouse)  haa  been  attributed  to  human  . 
(p.  47).  All  evidence  of  which  1  an  aware  indie, 
in  general  for  your  area  are  stable  or  incroaaini 


trary. 


The  third  alternative  ti 
res  was  rejected  becauae 
re  too  great.  "On  the  coi 
reasing  the  degree  of  env 
three  and  four  are  thus  eliminated 
jid  a  whimsical  set  of  excuses 
<f  restrictions  associated  with 

in  good  to 
ed  (5*  no  data) 
ment  that  abandonment  of 
tivity  is  certainly  true 
aware  indicates  wildlife  populations 
r  incrsaaing.   Rather  than  go  through 
data  1  suggest  you  go  through  it  and 
problems  to  solve.   According  to  your 
eatrictions  on  2,156,700  acres  and  yearlong  re- 
(p.  146)  for  a  total  of  2,671,160  acres  restric- 
res  of  Federal  oil  and  gas  mineral  estate. 
has  been  centered  around  each  stipulation  one  at 
xe  the  real  impacts  caused  by  all  of  the  restric- 
Seasonal  restrictions  have,  in  the  past, 
gnificont,  but  with  the  trend  towarde  drill- 


by  point 
determine  if  you  really  have 
figures  there  are  seaeona 
strictions  on  514,460  acp 
ted  on  3,000,924  (p.  101 ) 
In  the  past,  attentii 
a  time.  This  tends  to  ob 
tions  taken  together  as  a 
not  been  considered  to  be  ve 

ing  deeper  wells  with  longer  associated  drilling  tii 
ply  amount  to  either  let  a  company  drill  or  don't  let  them  drill.  Posse 
of  a  Federal  oil  and  gas  lease  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  the  holder 
that  lease  will  be  able  to  conduct  mineral  exploration  operations. 
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1 

1 


ning  the  Siy.   tDanag«r'e  option 
to  waive  A   lease  reetrlction.   tf,  or  when 
ts  granting  special  permission  to  unrftvel  layer 

then  this  implies  sonething  about  the  ulti- 
tions  which  perhaps  whould  not  have  been  im- 


Much  has  also  been  made  in  the  past 

raanagenent  consistently 
after  layer  of  reslricti 
mate  validity  of  the  res 
posed  m  the  first  place. 

Contrary  to  what  BLM  management  apparently  thinks,  NEPA  does  not  say 
that  all  natural  resources  should  be  protected  at  all  costs.   NEPA  recog- 
nizes the  interrelation  between  the  natural  environment  and  the  need  for 
resource  exploitation.   It  advises  all  Federal  agencies  to  utilize  a  sys- 
tematic interdisciplinary  approach  which  will  insure  integrated  use  of  nat- 
ural, environmental,  and  social  sciences.   These  same  Federal  agencies  are 
to  stuay.  develop,  and  prescribe  appropriate  alternatives  to  reeomrasoded 
courses  of  action  in  ajiy  proposal  which  involves  unresolved  conflicts  con- 
cerning alternative  uses  of  available  resources. 

VWKA   reaffirms  the  saioe  basic  constraints  imposed  by  NEPA.   FLPWA  re- 
quires that  public  land  management  will  be  based  on  multiple  use  and  sustain- 
ed yield  unless  otherwise  specified  by  law.   The  public  lands  are  to  be  man- 
aged in  such  a  way  that  the  nation's  need  for  domestic  sources  of  rainsrals, 
food,  timber,  and  fiber  from  the  public  lands  be  recognized.   The  develop- 
ment and  revision  of  such  land  use  plans  shall  use  a  systematic  interdisci- 
plina^  approach  to  achieve  integrated  consldsratlon  of  physical,  biological, 
economic,  and  other  sciences.   The  principal  intent  of  FLPHA,  like  that  of 
NEPA,  is  to  achieve  a  balance  between  environmental  concerns  and  resource 
utilization  and  development. 

One  of  the  requirements  of  FLFWA  takes  a  stronger  stand  in  advocating 
balanced  oonsideration  of  environisental  and  development-oriented  concerns. 
Section  202  requires  that  any  Bl/1  decision,  or  action  pursuant  to  a  manage- 
ment decision,  which  totally  eliminates  one  of  more  principal  or  major  usss 
for  two  or  more  years  with  respect  to  a  tract  of  100,000  acres  or  more,  shall 
be  reported  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  Congress  before  it  can  be  inple- 
ted  (also  in  45  CFB  1601).   Figures  already  quoted  indicates  yearlong  re- 
ictions  exist  for  over  '£  million  acres  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area. 
o  if  one  takes  Into  account  overlapping  seasonal  restrictions  additional 
acreage  may  fall  into  this  category.   Since  the  Buffalo  Oil  and  Gas  EA  fail- 
ed to  take  this  aspect  into  consideration  all  lease  restrictions  placed  on 
leases  issued  since  1976  when  FLPT1A  was  passed  may  be  invalid. 

The  Buffalo  Oil  and  Gas  £A  lists  more  that  9°  restrictions,  including 
both  pre-lease  and  post-lease  requirements.   This  "gauntlet"  of  restrictions 
has  apparently  evolved  from  an  aesummed  need  to  solve  environnental  prob- 
lems which  nave  not  been  demonstrated  to  actually  exist.   The  time  ssens 
right  for  BU^  management  to  set  aside  past  prejudices,  stop  insulting  the 
intelligence  of  the  American  public,  and  seek  more  equitable  land  nanagement 
decisions  which  pmsote  a  fair  balance  between  development  and  protection  of 
the  public  Isjids. 


'THJ^^^OM^i 


Responses  to  Letter  4 

1.  We  agree  that  drilling  is  essentially  the  only  method  of  truly 

evaluating  oil  and  gas  potential. 

2.  The  BLM  does  not  advocate  any  one  drilling  method  over 

another.  How/ever,  slant  drilling  is  not  "impossible" 
anywhere  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  (McElvain  1977). 
Most  of  the  area  contains  low-angled  or  almost  flat-lying 
beds,  which  are  conducive  to  slant  drilling.  Even  with 
steep  dips  in  the  geologic  formation,  slant  drilling  would 
have  an  advantage  in  controlling  drilling  direction.  Also 
see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  this  letter. 

We  do  not  agree  that  the  effect  of  lease  restrictions  is 
to  prevent  petroleum  discoveries  or  data  acquisition.  The 
most  significant  effect  would  be  increased  costs,  as 
observed  in  chapter  4  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  The 
entire  resource  area  is  open  to  oil  and  gas  exploration 
(see  response  1  to  letter  3).  We  make  every  effort  to  work 
with  industry  in  establishing  times  and  conditions  so  that 
industry's  needs  and  concerns  are  accommodated  while 
the  public  resource  is  managed  according  to  the  principles 
of  multiple  use. 

3.  The  Buffalo  oil  and  gas  EA  was  published  in  1980,  and 

it  went  through  extensive  public  review.  The  record  of 
decision  indicated  that  Alternative  1  of  that  EA  was  chosen 
for  implementation  because  it  provided  maximum 
environmental  protection  consistent  with  the  need  for 
energy  production.  Alternative  1  of  the  EA  is  the  "no 

action"  alternative  of  the  Buffalo  RMP/EIS,  as  required 
by  the  BLM  planning  regulations  (43  CFR  1600).  Decisions 
in  the  proposed  plan  (Alternative  B)  of  the  RMP/EIS  for 
oil  and  gas  would  supersede  the  oil  and  gas  EA  if  the 
recommendation   is  accepted.   In  any  case,   further 


discussion  of  the  alternatives  and  decisions  in  the  oil  and 
gas  EA  is  irrelevant,  as  that  EA  was  accepted  by  the 
Wyoming  state  director  of  the  BLM  in  June  1981. 
Comments  at  this  time  should  be  limited  to  the  alternatives 
and  proposed  plan  In  the  RMP/EIS. 

4.  We  agree  that  there  are  few  serious  problems  to  be  solved 

in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  One  reason  for  this  is  the 
continual  balancing  of  multiple  uses  of  the  natural 
resources.  It  appears  that  oil  and  gas  development  has 
flourished  as  well,  as  indicated  by  the  production  figures 
in  table  3-19.  Most  of  the  growth  in  the  oil  and  gas  industry 
has  occurred  under  more  restrictive  conditions 
(Alternative  A)  than  those  proposed  in  RMP/EIS 
Alternatives  B  and  C. 

5.  Seasonal   restrictions  apply  only  to  commencement  of 

drilling  activity.  Once  drilling  has  begun,  the  BLM  would 
not  halt  the  work  regardless  of  the  length  of  time  required 
for  completion,  unless  unusually  extreme  conditions  were 
encountered  that  could  not  be  mitigated.  Exploration  for 
federal  oil  and  gas  (seismic  activity)  is  not  restricted;  no 
lease  is  required.  However,  if  you  are  referring  to  actual 
development  of  a  lease  (drilling),  the  lessee  has  all  rights 
to  develop,  subject  to  the  terms  included  in  the  lease 
that  has  been  offered  to  and  accepted  by  the  lessee. 

6.  Land  use  planning  decisions  are  based  on  information 

regarding  surface  values  and  needs.  Stipulations  for 
specific  operations  are  based  on  these  land  use  decisions. 
Although  the  information  for  land  use  planning  decisions 
is  adequate,  when  land  use  plans  are  prepared  there  is 
no  information  available  on  site-specific  conditions  of 
future  development  projects  (for  example,  time  of  year, 
drilling  location,  access  routes).  When  this  specific 
information  is  available,  a  waiver  may  be  granted, 
depending  on  the  effect  that  the  proposal  would  have 
on  the  resources. 

It  has  been  our  experience  that  industry  generally 
concerns  itself  with  resource  values  other  than  minerals 
and  thereby  provides  adequate  mitigation.  Thus, 
restrictions  may  be  waived  after  case-by-case  evaluation. 

Planning  for  site-specific  restrictions  for  a  ten-year  period 
in  a  general  land  use  plan  would  be  extraordinarily  time- 
consuming  and  expensive,  and  the  plans  would  be  subject 
to  change  over  time.  Thus,  site-specific  planning 
addressing  future  development  proposals  is  beyond  the 
scope  or  intent  of  this  document. 

7.  BLM  management  agrees  with  your  interpretation  of  what 

NEPA  and  FLPMA  require.  That  is  the  basis  of  BLM 
planning  and  the  foundations  of  this  plan. 

It  is  BLM  policy  that  all  lands  are  available  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  unless  this  use  is  restricted  by  law  (see  page  92, 
column  1,  paragraphs  2,  4,  and  5  and  page  100,  column 
1,  paragraph  6  in  the  second  draft  document). 

8.  Seasonal  restrictions,  or  even  yearlong  restrictions,  do  not 

eliminate  lands  from  exploration  and  development. 
Seasonal  restrictions  only  specify  when  these  activities 
may  be  carried  out.  The  waiver  provision  allows  the 
operation  to  proceed  if  a  lessee/operator  can  demonstrate 
that  no  unacceptable  impacts  will  result. 

Restrictions  are  designed  to  limit  surface  degradation,  not 
to  eliminate  exploration  and  development.  Only  800  acres 
in  the  entire  resource  area  are  unavailable  for  exploration 
and  development  because  of  federal  laws  and  regulations 
(see  page  100,  column  1,  paragraph  6  of  the  second  draft 
document).  Also  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  this 
letter. 

9.  See  the  responses  to  comments  3,  4,  and  7  of  this  letter. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 
UGS-Nlll   Stop  123 


NOV     8  084 


To;  »re«  Hanager,  Bureauof, Land  Management 

Buffalo.   Wyoming***^ 

from:  Usslstant   Director  for  Engineering  Geology 

Subject:     Revle.  of  draft  environmental   statement   for  second   rnroree 
management   plan  for  Buffalo  Resource  »rea,  Johnson,   Sheridan, 
and  Campbell   Counties.   Wyoming 
He  have  rev1e»ed  the  draft  statement  as  requested  In  a  notice  of  August  1984 
from  the  State  Director. 
Illn  vie.  of  the  high  potential    for  gas  and  oil   development,  the  dr.ft  ""ement 
Jlhould  address  more  thoroughly  the  current  and  proposed  measures  "  "1"'""" 
Jen.lronmental    Impacts  on  surface  and  ground  «ater     rom  f'l""';  """    . 
llnlectlon     and  «ater  disposal.     The  potential    for  Impacts  from  leaks  and 
lljjllsfrimrann     pipelines,  and  other  systems  should  also  be  more  thoroughly 
(addressed  and  mitigation  measures  indicated. 


Federal  regulations  require  that  operators  have 
authorization  from  the  BLM  before  any  handling,  storing, 
or  disposal  of  produced  water. 

Pursuant  to  federal  regulations,  operators  are  required 
to  supply  a  copy  of  any  spill  prevention  control  and 
countermeasure  plan  as  required  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  or  any  other  acceptable  contingency 
plan  at  the  request  of  BLM. 

Federal  regulations  require  that  reports  on  spills  be  filed 
w/ith  the  BLM.  Reports  on  severe  spills  must  be  filed  as 
soon  as  possible,  but  vi/ithin  24  hours.  The  time  limit  for 
filing  of  reports  on  other  spills  is  based  on  the  severity 
of  the  spill. 


|„  iUKi  F.  Devtne 


Response  to  Letter  5 

1.  Federal  regulations  now  in  effect  require  operators  to 
prevent  mingling  and  contamination  of  aquifers  by  toxic 
materials  that  can  degrade  groundwater  resources.  This 
is  accomplished  through  the  required  use  of  cemented 
surface  casings  set  to  depths  that  will  protect  high  quality 
aquifers.  The  regulations  also  prohibit  water  disposal  or 
injection  into  aquifers  where  the  injected  water  is  of  poorer 
quality  than  that  found  in  the  injection  interval. 

Prior  approval  from  BLM  is  required  for  all  drilling, 
injection,  and  such  oil  and  gas  actions.  Before  that 
approval  is  granted,  the  proposal  is  evaluated  to  ensure 
that  there  would  be  no  effects  on  water  sources. 

Quantitative  projections  of  impacts  on  groundwater 
supplies  are  not  reliable  because  little  accurate 
information  is  available  on  groundwater  quality  in  the 
Buffalo  Resource  Area.  However,  it  is  likely  that  impacts 
that  might  occur  would  be  highly  localized  and  that  they 
would  be  caused  by  casing  failures  or  leaks  in  0.5%  to 
1%  of  the  wells  drilled  (USDI,  BLM  1980b)  and  by  incidents 
such  as  spills  and  reserve  pit  failures. 

Contamination  of  surface  water  and  soils  from  spills  and 
reserve  pit  ruptures  will  continue  to  occur.  BLM  field 
personnel  estimate  that  ruptures  occur  in  about  0.3%  of 
the  reserve  pits  used.  BLM  personnel  review  and  field 
inspect  drilling  and  water  disposal  pits  before  use.  On 
the  basis  of  field  reviews,  operators  will  be  required  to 
take  necessary  measures  to  contain  fluids  in  the  pit. 
Further  measures  used  to  minimize  the  potential  for 
impacts  are  as  follows. 

Surface  point  discharge  of  produced  water  is  monitored 
through  the  National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination 
System. 


Box  6235 

Salt  Lake  City,  tntt 

3U106 

November  10,    19*^ 


Buffelo  R.H.P.    Team 

B.l.H. 

Buffalo,  Wyoming 


RE.:  COMMENTS  ON  dUFFUO  fl.  H.P./E.  I  .S.-  DRtlT 

Your  preferred  alternative  decision  to  recommend  none  of 
the  VSA's  In  your  area  as  suitable  for  wilderness  designation 
alarms  me  In  one  regard.   It  concerns  the  Fortification  Creek 
WSA.and  diversity  within  the  Nafl  wilderness  Preservation 
System. 

On  p.  309,  table  AP  7-7  under  Fortification  Creek  WSA 
states: 

"Area  i.^  representative  of  Creat 
Plains  Short  Grass  Prairie  Province/ 
sagebrush  steppe  ecosystem.   This 
ecosystem  is  not  represented  by  any 
designated  or  administratively  endorsed 
wilderness  area."   (emphasis  added) 

This  summary  conclusion  Is  also  repeated  on  p.  3I8  under 
'•Diversity."  Your  decision  not  to  recommend  this  WSA  that  is 
apparently  valuable  for  nature  reasons  Is,  of  course,  high  potential 
for  oil  4  gas  (p. 319)  and  unmanageablllty  as  wilderness  (table  AP 
7-7,  p.309"and  pps.  32'»-25). 

I  would  submit  for  your  consideration  that  oreservatlon  of  this 
area  for  diversity  within  the  N'aPS  could  be  so  Imoortant  as  to  equal 
or  surpass  Its  ootential  oU  «  gas  and  to  Justify  your  agency  to 
make  extraordinary  efforts  to  establish,  maintain  and  vigorously 
protect  it  as  a  natural  "wild"  area.   For  example,  to  Improve  its 
manageability  as  wilderness,  you  could  Increase  the  area  by  buying 
out  or  generously  swapoing  land  with  surrounding  private  owners, 
close  certain  roads  and  reclaim  or  otherwise  return  to  nature 
whatever  impacts  possible.   In  addition,  you  might  use  barriers, 
partial  fencing,  signs,  public  education  programs  and  increased 
patrols  to  control  ORV's. 

Before  "dropping"  this  area,  at  the  very  least  I  would  urge 
you  to  hold  it  for  "further  stuay"  and  give  scientists  some  more 
time  to  consider  its  potential  value  as  a  natural  landbase  against 
hlch  to  measure  regional  rangeland  management  and  manipulation. 


Yours  urgently  sincerely 


?05dt4)W>^* 


^^   Elliott  Bernshaw 


'1  P.S.:  Have  any  BLM  range  speclallsca 
9  rangeland  scientists  regarding  the  pot 
I  FORTIFICATION  CREEK  W.S.A.7 

COPY  TO  WYOHINC  STATE  DIRECTOR 
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Responses  to  Letter  6 


Responses  to  Letter  7 


1 .  We  agree  that  the  uniqueness  of  the  ecosystem  represented 
in  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA  is  important;  however, 
other  important  factors  also  must  be  considered  before 
an  area  is  recommended  for  designation  as  wilderness. 
Wilderness  values  must  be  considered,  including 
opportunities  for  solitude  or  primitive  recreation  within 
a  day's  driving  time  from  major  population  centers  and 
the  opportunity  for  balancing  the  geographic  distribution 
of  wilderness  areas.  Other  considerations  are 
manageability,  energy  and  mineral  resource  values, 
impacts  on  other  resources,  and  public  comments. 

We  agree  that  acquisition  of  land  by  the  BLM  through 
purchase  or  exchange  might  help  improve  manageability 
in  certain  cases.  However,  the  BLM  is  limited  in  what  it 
can  acquire  to  make  a  WSA  manageable.  The  WSA  must 
stand  by  itself  and  not  rely  on  adjacent  public  or  private 
land.  In  response  to  public  comment,  a  "conflict 
resolution"  alternative  has  been  developed  for  the 
Fortification  Creek  WSA.  This  alternative,  which  will  be 
analyzed  in  detail  in  the  preliminary  final  EIS  on 
wilderness,  is  designed  to  protect  natural  values  while 
allowing  oil  and  gas  development  with  a  "no  surface 
occupancy"  provision. 

2.  No,  this  has  not  been  done.  The  area  may  contain  a  unique 
ecosystem  in  the  NWPS,  but  its  ecology  and 
characteristics  are  not  unique  in  the  area.  The  condition 
of  the  rangeland  is  no  better  or  worse  than  that  of  the 
range  in  the  surrounding  country;  therefore,  there  is  not 
a  pristine  rangeland  base  that  can  be  used  for  monitoring. 
Please  keep  in  mind  that  livestock  grazing  would  continue 
in  the  area  with  or  without  wilderness  desiqnation. 


Thank  you  for  writing.  Your  preference  has  been  noted. 

Given  our  existing  inventory  data  on  the  area  and  the 
producing  capacity  of  the  BLM  commercial  forestlands, 
the  ten-year  allowable  cut  of  approximately  10  MMBF  is 
an  optimum  level  of  production  with  environmental 
protection  still  provided.  Our  projection  that  the  demand 
for  sawtimber  will  remain  near  current  levels  was  based 
on  the  actual  interest  shown  in  timber  offerings  over  the 
past  five  years. 

We  anticipate  that  the  currently  scheduled  timber  sale 
offerings  and  the  offerings  proposed  under  all  alternatives 
will  be  offered  "in  an  even  flow  manner"  over  a  ten-year 
period.  By  "even  flow"  we  mean  that  the  9  MMBF 
sawtimber  harvest  proposed  for  the  next  ten  years  under 
the  proposed  plan  will  be  spread  out  as  evenly  as  possible 
throughout  those  years.  Therefore,  in  a  normal  year, 
sawtimber  offerings  of  around  1  MMBF  could  be  expected. 


tiyominQ  tawmUta,  int. 


>.  box  e08S 

thmdan,  v^yominf  $uoi 


Noveirber  12,  1984 


November  13,  1984 


Glenn  Bessinger 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Managemenit 

300  Spruce  Street 

Buffalo,  Wyoming  82634 

Dear  Glenn: 

As   a  major    sawtimber   purchaser    In   your   resource   area,   dependent   on 
continued    sale  offerings,    we   are  vitally   interested    in   the  current 
draft   resource  management   plan.      We  would    like   to  offer   a   few  comments 
and  concerns   regarding   the   timber   program  outlined    in   alternative  B 
of   the   resource  plan. 

1  J  We  endorse   alternative  B,    the   preferred   alternative,    as    it   best 
I  addresses    the  multiple   use   and    forest   management   needs   of   the   alter- 
I  natives   being   considered.      In   addition,    the  continued   direction   of 
5a   sustained   yield   non-declining   timber    supply  outlined    in   this 
\  alternative    is    paramount    to   our    economic    stability    and    future  demand 
I  projections   for    timber   needs    in   this   resource   area.      Presently,    local 
I  industry's   proportional   demand    for   B.L.M.    offerings   ranges    from    .8  mmbf 
S  to    1.6   mmbf   annually  which   exceeds   your   proposed   offering  of    .75   mmbf. 
I  Although  our   current   and   projected   capacity   exceeds   your   estimated 
I  annual   sustained   yield   of    1.4   mmbf,    we  would    like   the  plan   to  address 
3  this   projected    increase    in    local   demand. 

2|0f   equal   concern    Is   the  manner   of   which   these   sale  offerings   are   made, 
kWhile   realizing   that   access   and   biological   factors   can  change   scheduled 
^offerings,    it    is    imperitive   that    the   sale   volumes   are  offered   annually 
land    in   an   even   flow  manner.      The  continuance  of   an   annual   sale   action 
|plan    is   necessary   for    industry's   planning   and   supply   stability. 

We   thank   you   for   this   opportunity   to  respond    to   the  draft   plan  and 
hope    that    you    would    feel    free    to   contact    us   with   any   questions. 


Mr.   Glenn  Besslngei",  Area  Kanager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  Wyoming     82834 

Re:  Buffalo  Resources  Plan  and  EIS 
Sheridan,  Johnson  and  Campbell 
Counties,  Wyoming 

Dear  Mr.   Bessinger: 

Sohio  Petroleum  Company  agrees  with  plan  Preferred  Alternative  B. 


1  \         This  Alternative  B  recotmends  that  none  of  the  three  WSA*s  be  recomnended 
jfor  wilderness  designation.     Sohio  believes  that,  at  least,  the  Fortification 
jCreek  WSA  has  a  high  pot. 
"preferred  Alternative  B  recognizes  this  fact. 


Jcreek  WSA  has  a  high  potential   for  the  discovery  of  oil   and  gas,  and  your 


Sincerely. 

SOHIO  PETROLEUM  COMPANY 

p.  J.  DeNIro 

Senior  Staff  Landman 


PJD/jas/0124Tp47 


Keith  E.  Harding 
Forester 
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1.  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  preference  has  been 
noted. 


concerning  the  "poor  condition"  of  many  drainages  in  the  breaks.  The  only 
forage  available  for  livestock  and  wildlife  is  "on  the  ridge  tops  and  upland 
areas".   Intermittent  stream  drainages  are  characterized  by  dead  or  dying 
Cottonwood  trees,  an  absence  of  young  trees  and  non-woody  vegetation,  and 
deepened  channels  caused  by  erosion,  indicating  "poor  condition".  Yet,  the 
preferred  alternative  stresses  AUM's  will  be  increased  on  "improve"  category 
allotments  from  approximately  29,000  AUMs  to  42,000  AUMs  in  the  long  terra  as 
AMPs  are  implemented.   It  appears,  range  Improvements  will  be  made  [without  a 
benefit  cost  analysis)  so  additional  grazing,  the  primary  source  of  the 
problem,  can  take  place  at  subsidized  rates.  It  would  seem  restricting 
grazing  AUHs  and  practices  would  be  a  more  cost-effective  approach  to 
Improving  Buffalo  Resource  area  lands,  water  quality  and  wildlife  values. 

4^     The  proposed  "balanced"  alternative  that  claims  to  represent  both 
I  commodity  anJ  environmental  values  recommends  none  of  the  three  Wilderness 
J  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  be  Included  In  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
I  System.  Given  the  high  demand  for  wilderness  in  the  Bighorn  area,  the  area's 
h  sensitivity  to  development  due  to  steep  slopes  (North  Fork  and  Gardner 

1  Mountain)  and  erosive  soils  (map  12),  wilderness  designation  would  be  an 

2  effective  way  to  protect  and  improve  water  quality  and  other  resources  in  the 


USAs. 

The  often  times  narrow  Interpretations  contained  in  this  EIS.  stressing 
connodity  values  over  environmental  values  in  land  management  practices,  does 
not  appear  to  fulfill  the  Intent  of  section  102.(2)(b)  of  NEPA  which  stresses 
the  need  to  insure  environmental  amenities  and  values  are  given  "appropriate 
consideration  in  decision  malcing  along  with  economic  and  technical 
considerations".  Nor  does  the  EIS  appear  to  fully  meet  section  I02.(2)(e)  of 
NEPA  or  section  1502.14  of  the  CEQ  Regulations  relative  to  its  wilderness 
reconreendations  by  not  recommending  a  real  "balanced"  alternative  or  even  a 
range  of  alternatives  since  the  other  alternatives  appear  to  be  only 
"straw  men"  alternatives  designed  to  insure  they  are  not  chosen.  Consistency 
with  the  environmental  management  requirements  of  FLPMA  also  needs  to  be 
clarified. 

According  to  the  system  EPA  uses  to  rate  draft  ElS's.  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Management  Plan  draft  EIS  will  be  listed  in  the  Federal  Register  as 
EC-2.  This  means  we  have  significant  concerns  regarding  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  action  and  would  like  to  see  additional  water  quality 
discussion  and  improvements  included  in  the  proposed  action.  We  would  also 
recommend  you  reconsider  your  non-wilderness  recormendations  for  each  of  the 
three  WSAs.  We  are  also  concerned  that  our  comments  on  the  first  draft  EIS 
were  not  fully  addressed  in  this  second  draft.   If  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  our  cofiments  or  if  we  can  be  of  any  assistance,  please  contact 
Dennis  Sohocki  at  (303)  844-4a31.  He  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this 
issue. 

Sincerely  yours 


rlgan/i.  Clough 
Assistant  Regional  Administrator 
for  Policy  and  Management 
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1  5222  ^  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

•'. ,,1.'  REGION  VIM 


NCOLN  STREET 


Ref:     8PM-EA 

Glenn  Sesslnger 
BLM  Area  M«n«9er 
300  Spruce  Street 
BuffJlo.  U¥     82834 

Dear  Mr.   Besslnger: 

The  Region  Vln  Office  of  the  Envlronnenttl  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has 
completed  Its  revlex  of  the  second  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and 
Environmental   Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  and  offers 
the  following  comitents  for  your  consideration. 

1  ij  We  do  not  find  this  second  draft  much  Improved  over  Its  earlier 

J  counterpart  relative  to  Mter  quality  and  allderness  Issues.     Existing  xater 

I  quality  problems,  future  water  quality  Impacts  and  potential   for  water  quality 

h  Improvement  are  only  briefly  discussed.     For  example,  defining  water  quality 

I  Impacts  In  the  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  does  not  account  for  the 

J  cumulative  water  quality  Impacts  associated  with  the  various  options.     Even 

J  then,  as  Is  pointed  out  on  page  36.  only  10  to  12  of  the  29  AMPs  would  be 

I  developed  and  fully  Implemented  during  the  life  of  the  RMP.     Tlie  status  of 

I  some  surface  and  ground  waters  and  Impaired  uses,  as  reported  In  the  draft 

J  EIS,  appear  to  be  at  variance  with  those  reported  In  Wyoming's  1982  305(b) 

J  report  and  the  draft  1984  305(b)  report.     Based  on  the  proposed  alternatives 

I  and  the  reconnended  Best  Management  Practices  (as  compared  to  the  305(b) 

I  reports  and  the  Powder  River  208  Plan),  It  Is  not  clear  that  "Water  Ouallty 

?  will  be  maintained  or  Improved  In  accordance  with  state  and  federal   standards". 


*!l 


Thirty-seven  percent  (273,292  acres)  of  the  total  allotment  acreage  is  In 


k  the  Improve  category  (page  81).     Twenty-two  percent  of  the  acreage  Is 
J  Identified  as  being  In  less  than  good  condition  In  the  1963  Missouri  River 
J  Basin  (MRB)  survey  (containing  less  than  50J  of  the  original  plant  cover). 
I  The  1968  MRB  resurvey  showed  141  of  the  area  as  In  less  than  good  condition. 
I  This  trend  from  the  1968  to  the  1983  MRB  survey  Is  disturbing.     Your  proposal 
J  to  defer  grazing  In  early  spring  and  suimner  on  about  40.000  acres  with  high 
Ion  potential   Is  a  good  step  towards  reducing  slltatlon.  Improving  water 


^quality  and  hopefully  turning  the  trend  of  degradation  around.     However,  we 
^question  the  wisdom  of  allowing  this  measure  to  be  waived  by  the  area 
Jmanager.     Predicting  when  conditions  are  "essentially  dry"  In  spring  Is  nearly 
I  Impossible  given  the  quickly  changing  weather  patterns.     Also,  during  an 
I  "essentially  dry"  spring,  vegetation  Is  stressed  and  would  not  need  additional 
isoll  compaction  and  damage  associated  with  grazing  (or  from  ORV  use). 

31  As  discussed  on  page  111  of  the  EIS.  nearly  51  of  the  perennial   streams 

kexamlned  on  BLM-adnlnlstered  public  land  In  the  South  Big  Horns  are  "In  poor 
kcondltlon  or  declining  stability  and  habitat  values  for  both  fish  and  wildlife 
Jhablut".     Ninety  per  cent  of  the  "stable"  streams  are  Identified  as  being  In 
Ifair  to  good  condition  because  "topography  and  natural  barriers  keep  livestock 
Igrazing  at  a  minimum".    The  previous  draft  EIS  contained  further  discussions 


]' 
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Detailed  Cowwents 


All  three  HSAs  appear  to  have  opportunities  for  soTltude  and  primitive 
and  nonconflned  recreation.     Both  the  North  Fork  and  Gardner  Mountain 
HSAs  contain  significant  perennial   streams  of  generally  high  water 
quality  with  Important  trout  fisheries.     Neither  of  the  aforementioned 
two  HSAs  contain  significant  mineral,  oil   and  gas  or   tinker  potential. 
Although  the  Fortification  Creek  HSA  contains  three  oil  and  gas  leases 
(post  FLPMA)  and  50  million  tons  of  strlppable  coal,  the  demand  for  this 
eddltlonal   coal    Is  questionable  given  the  present  supply  of  Powder  River 
Basin  coaT.     He  again  request  additional   Information  be  Included  In  the 
final   EIS  regarding  potential  coal  markets  for  the  Fortification  Creek 
HSA's  coal   reserves.     The  Fortification  HSA  Is  Identified  In  the  draft 
EIS  as  being  a  type  of  ecosystem  not  presently  represented  In  wilderness 
areas  In  Wyoming  and  containing  one  of  the  last  remaining  elk  herds  "to 
occupy  their  original    habitat". 

There  was  no  discussion  of  the  long-term  management  of  riparian  zones. 
Much  new  knowledge  Is  being  derived  by  research  at  the  nearby  Fifteen 
Mile  Creek  project  as  well  as  other  BLM  sites.     These  types  of  new 
practices  need  to  be  discussed  and  factored  In  where  applicable. 

The  discussion  of  alternatives  never  evaluates  the  related  Impacts  on  the 
Middle  Fork  of  the  Powder,  and  the  Tongue  River  In  terms  of  degradation. 

The  draft  1984  305(b)  report  and  our  1983  Environmental  Management  Report 
Identify  the  following  streans  as  having  significant  Impaired  uses  due  to 
the  Identified  sources:     Powder  River,  Impaired  warm  water  fishery,  cold 
water   fishery,  and  Irrigation   from  oil   treater  discharges,  erosion, 
grazing,  saline  soil   runoff;  Salt  Creek,  Impaired  Irrigation  from  oil 
treater  discharges  and  saline  soil  runoff;  Little  Goose  Creek,  Impaired 
cold  water   fishery,   secondary  contact,   recreation,  and  from  corrals, 
feedlots,  access  to  stream  by  stock.     The  Impact  of  the  various 
alternatives  upon  achieving  these  Impaired  beneficial  uses  and  protecting 
existing  beneficial  uses  needs  to  be  discussed. 

Uncapped  exploration  wells  which  are  allowed  to  flow  saline  waters  are 
said  to  be  a  problem  In  the  Salt  Creek  drainage  and  have  a  major  effect 
on  the  salinity  of  the  Powder  River  as  It  crosses   Into  Montana. 
Violation  of  Montana  salinity  standards  has  become  a  sensitive  Issue  and 
should  be  discussed  Insofar  as  BLM  lands  are  Involved,  both  as  to  flowing 
wells  and  grazing  Impacts.     The  draft  1984  30S(b)  report  Indicates  oil 
treater  discharges  In  Salt  Creek  are  the  source  of  26S  of  the  salinity  In 
the  Powder  River. 

The  reconnendatlons  of  the  Powder  River  Area-wide  208  plan  for  water 
quality  management  and  the  Impacts  of  selected  alternatives  on  for«a11y 
adopted  208  plan  reconnendatlons  have  not  been  discussed.     The 
Yellowstone-Tongue  Areawlde  208  plan  In  Montana  also  discussed  perceived 
upstream  management  needs   In  Hyomlng.     The  RMP  monitoring  network   and 
selected  parameters  should  be  reviewed  as  related  to  the  monitoring  needs 
Identified  in  the  208  plans.     The  RMP  reconnended  BHPs  should  be 
evaluated  and  discussed  and  compared  to  the  208  plan  reconnended  BMPs. 
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The  discussion  of  impacts  of  alternatives  on  ground  water  needs  to  be 
strengthened  since  according  to  the  Uyoning  1982  30S(b)  report 
(pages  52  and  66)  761  of  the  public  water  supply  in  the  basin  comes  from 
thts  source. 

The  range  condition  discussion  contains  little  information  regarding 
riparian  zones,  streanbank  condition,  and  grazing  concentration  problems 
and  the  related  water  quality  impacts.  How  do  percentages  of  plant  cover 
as  shown  on  page  79  relate  to  runoff  volume  intensity  and  water  quality? 
Plant  community  status  is  not  the  only  measure  of  range  condition  as 
inferred  on  page  80.  The  universal  soil  loss  equation  could  be  used  to 
relate  plant  connunity  to  erosion  and  sediment  yield  in  general  terms. 

The  range  improvement  projects  on  page  80  seem  to  focus  on  production 
enhancement.  Are  there  any  ecological  enhanceiKnt  projects  underway? 

Although  photographs  and  drawings  were  added  to  this  EIS,  we  had 
requested  photographs  that  identified  WSAs  and  displayed  the 
environmental  and  aesthetic  qualities  of  these  areas.  Host  of  the 
photographs  contained  in  the  draft  EIS  are  not  labeled  as  to  subject, 
location,  etc.   It  would  also  be  helpful  if  photographs  were  provided  of 
some  of  the  problems  in  the  resource  area.  For  example  photographs 
showing  erosion  problems  or  range  lands  in  poor  condition  contrasted  with 
an  area  in  excellent  condition  would  be  very   helpful  to  readers. 

A  more  complete  table  of  contents  should  be  provided  in  the  final  instead 
of  just  a  listing  of  tables  and  chapter  headings. 


Responses  to  Letter  9 

1.  The  cumulative  effects  on  water  quality  from  fire 
management,  timber  harvest,  reservoir  fencing,  right-of- 
way  construction,  mineral  development,  wilderness 
designation,  and  grazing  management  were  addressed 
for  each  of  the  alternatives.  Page  178  of  the  second  draft 
RMP/EIS  outlines  measures  in  the  preferred  alternative 
that  would  result  in  both  short-term  and  long-term 
improvements  in  water  quality. 

The  1982  and  draft  1984  Statewide  Water  Quality 
Assessment  reports,  sometimes  referred  to  as  Wyoming 
305(b)  reports,  cite  sedimentation  problems  for  both  Clear 
Creek  and  the  Powder  River.  To  help  reduce  these 
problems,  the  BLM  plans  to  increase  vegetation  on  29 
"I"  allotments  and  to  implement  grazing  management 
systems  and  improve  livestock  distribution,  thus 
decreasing  grazing  pressures  on  streams.  Fencing 
reservoirs  is  another  measure  the  BLM  proposes  to  use 
to  reduce  sedimentation  on  grazing  lands.  Water  quality 
is  considered  fully  in  all  projects  that  the  BLM  undertakes 
or  approves. 

The  BLM  is  active  in  collecting  water  samples  at  final 
discharge  points  in  the  Salt  Creek  oil  field  as  part  of  the 
National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES).  The  BLM  has  stream  gages  on  Salt  Creek, 
Teapot  Creek,  North  Fork  of  the  Powder,  Powder  River, 
Crazy  Woman  Creek,  and  on  more  drainages  within  the 
Buffalo  Resource  Area.  Random  samples  taken 
periodically  are  analyzed  for  concentrations  of  selected 
water  quality  parameters.  The  BLM  makes  a  constant  effort 
to  monitor  and  analyze  existing  water  quality  problems 
and  to  improve  stream  water  quality  through  the  selected 
resource  measures. 


2.  The   1983   range  site  and   condition   inventory  was   not 

conducted  under  the  Missouri  River  Basin  studies.  This 
inventory  was  conducted  by  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
personnel  on  three  high  priority  "I"  allotments.  The 
headings  on  tables  3-8  and  3-9  (pages  79  and  81)  that 
define  the  various  range  condition  categories  as  the 
"Percentage  of  the  Original  Plant  Cover"  were  incorrect. 
The  heading  should  have  been  "Percentage  of  Potential 
Plant  Composition."  Ecological  range  condition  is 
determined  by  finding  the  percentage  of  composition  of 
the  existing  plant  community  relative  to  what  the  site  is 
naturally  capable  of  producing.  There  is  not,  as  the  tables 
implied,  a  direct  correlation  between  percentage  of  plant 
cover  and  ecological  range  condition. 

The  difference  between  the  acreage  found  to  be  in  less 
than  good  condition  in  the  1983  inventory  and  the  1968 
MRB  resurvey  probably  results  more  from  the  difference 
in  the  total  acreage  inventoried  in  the  two  surveys  than 
from  a  trend  toward  decline  in  range  condition.  The  1983 
range  site  and  condition  inventory  covered  only  45,463 
acres,  whereas  the  1968  MRB  resurvey  covered  more  than 
500,000  acres. 

Deferral  of  spring  and  early  summer  livestock  grazing  Is 
a  management  option  that  may  be  implemented  to  address 
watershed  or  range  condition  problems  on  specific 
allotments.  Deferral  of  this  early  season  use  would  be 
implemented  if  results  of  an  allotment-specific  inventory 
and  analysis  of  grazing  use  should  indicate  that  deferral 
of  livestock  grazing  use  would  be  necessary  to  achieve 
resource  management  objectives. 

3.  A  comprehensive  benefit/cost  analysis  will  be  conducted 

on  each  allotment  during  the  planning  phase  of  AMP 
development.  Results  of  the  benefit/cost  analysis 
performed  on  the  livestock  grazing  alternatives  appear 
on  page  160  of  the  second  draft  document. 

The  discussion  of  the  conditions  of  streams  in  the  first 
draft  Buffalo  RMP/EIS,  to  which  you  refer,  is  not  a 
description  of  the  condition  of  streams  on  BLM- 
administered  lands  in  the  southern  Big  Horn  Mountains. 
The  "breaks"  referred  to  in  the  first  draft  RMP/EIS  are 
the  lands  lying  on  either  side  of  the  Powder  River  east 
of  Interstate  25.  The  BLM  administers  less  than  10  miles 
of  perennial  streams  in  the  Powder  River  Breaks  area. 
-  Of  this  total,  current  data  indicate  that  less  than  1  mile 
of  the  streams  and  associated  riparian  vegetation  is  in 
fair  to  poor  condition.  The  remaining  streams  on  public 
land  in  this  area  are  in  good  condition. 

The  increase  in  AUMs  projected  on  the  "I"  allotments 
would  be  licensed  for  livestock  use  only  after  the  grazing 
management  objectives  were  met.  In  accordance  with 
grazing  management  decision  GM-3  of  the  BLM's 
proposed  plan,  livestock  grazing  use  would  be  increased 
only  after  ecological  range  condition  was  upgraded  to 
a  rating  of  good.  This  land  use  decision  would  be  applied 
on  riparian  as  well  as  upland  range  sites  within  an 
allotment. 

4.  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  steep  slopes  and  erosive 

soil  conditions  have  been  recognized,  and  decisions  were 
proposed  in  all  the  alternatives  to  address  those 
conditions. 

5.  Environmental  values  were  considered  fully  during 

development  of  the  RMP/EIS,  as  were  economic  and 
technical  values.  Most  of  the  proposed  decisions  are 
directed  toward  environmental  protection.  A  range  of 
alternatives  is  presented  in  accordance  with  regulations 
of  the  National  Environmental  Protection  Act  (NEPA)  (40 
CFR  1500)  and  the  BLM  planning  regulations  (43  CFR 
1600).  That  range  is  from  a  reasonable  environmental 
protection  alternative  to  fuller  economic  production. 
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Three  alternatives  will  be  considered  in  detail  in  the  final 
wilderness  EIS,  "All  Wilderness,"  "No  Wilderness,"  and  "No 
Action."  We  believe  that  these  three  alternatives 
adequately  represent  a  range  of  alternatives  for  the  WSAs. 
In  addition,  in  response  to  public  comment,  a  "conflict 
resolution"  alternative  has  been  added  for  the  Fortification 
Creek  WSA.  This  alternative  is  designed  to  allow  oil  and 
gas  development  while  protecting  natural  values  by 
prohibiting  surface  occupancy. 

6.  We  do  not  agree  that  your  comments  on  the  first  draft  EIS 

were  not  fully  addressed  in  this  document.  A  summary 
of  how  they  were  addressed  is  presented  in  pages  194 
through  206  of  the  second  draft  document.  Specific 
incorporation  of  applicable  comments  can  be  found 
throughout  the  second  draft  document. 

7.  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  coal  reserves  in  the 

Fortification  Creek  WSA  are  not  available  for  leasing 
under  coal  unsuitability  criterion  15  (habitat  for  state  high 
interest  species)  because  the  area  is  critical  elk  range. 
Paragraph  4,  column  2,  on  page  224  did  not  specify  that 
the  critical  range  mentioned  is  in  the  Fortification  Creek 
area.  This  clarification  has  been  added  to  the  additions 
and  corrections  to  chapter  3  in  this  final  document. 

8.  The  BLM  administers  less  than  5%  of  the  riparian  zones 

in  the  resource  area.  Of  the  area  that  the  BLM  manages, 
approximately  10  miles  is  in  fair  to  poor  condition  and 
needs  special  management  attention.  This  attention  will 
be  given  primarily  through  improved  livestock  distribution 
that  will  result  from  implementing  AMPs,  HMPs,  and  other 
activity  plans.  Also  see  page  183  of  the  second  draft, 
column  2,  paragraph  3.  All  available  information  will  be 
used,  including  that  from  the  Fifteen  Mile  Creek  project. 

9.  The  Buffalo  RMP/EIS  addresses  cumulative  water  impacts 

in  the  entire  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  Cumulative  surface 
and  subsurface  water  impacts  due  to  timber  harvesting, 
fire,  grazing,  lands  and  realty  actions,  and  minerals 
management  cited  in  the  document  can  be  applied  to 
the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Powder  River  and  the  Powder  River 
drainages.  Once  a  development  is  proposed,  a  site- 
specific  analysis  will  be  conducted. 

Although  not  a  part  of  the  area  covered  by  this  RMP/ 
EIS,  the  Tongue  River  drainage  could  be  affected  because 
of  its  nearness  to  potential  coal  tracts.  Three  potential 
coal  leasing  tracts  near  the  Tongue  River  may  affect  water 
resources  in  the  future.  The  Ash  Creek,  Youngs  Creek, 
and  Hidden  Water  coal  tracts  are  discussed  in  the  Powder 
River  Coal  Tract  Summaries  {USD\,  BLM  1983d).  Ash  Creek 
and  Youngs  Creek  are  perennial  streams.  Effects  that 
would  be  anticipated  from  mining  are  changes  in  flow 
characteristics,  disruption  of  drainage  patterns,  possible 
Increase  in  dissolved  solids,  and  loss  of  groundwater 
sources  (domestic  and  livestock  wells).  Coal  leasing  tracts 
are  not  found  near  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Powder  River. 
Specific  impacts  on  specific  areas  will  be  addressed  in 
mine  plans  if  the  coal  resource  is  developed. 

10.  The  BLM  has  no  jurisdiction  over  Little  Goose  Creek. 

Concerning  the  Salt  Creek  oil  field  and  the  related  areas 
adjacent  to  and  downstream  of  the  field,  water  resource 
descriptions  are  given  in  chapter  3  of  the  Platte  River 
Resource  Area  RMP/EIS  (USDI,  BLM  1984b).  Data 
presenting  Salt  Creek's  input  and  consequent  degradation 
of  the  water  quality  of  the  Powder  River  have  been 
Included  in  the  additions  and  corrections  to  chapter  3 
of  this  document  because  the  confluence  of  Salt  Creek 
with  the  Powder  River  is  within  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area. 
However,  the  management  alternatives  and  their 
associated  environmental  impacts  on  the  Salt  Creek  oil 
field  are  addressed  in  the  Platte  document  because  the 
Salt  Creek  oil  field  is  in  that  resource  area. 


The  various  alternatives  and  their  related  impacts  are 
already  discussed  in  a  general  manner  in  the  second  draft 
RMP/EIS  for  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  The  Salt  Creek 
oil  field  contributions  will  be  a  constant  here,  unaffected 
by  management  presented  in  this  document. 

11.  Neither  the  Casper  District  nor  the  Platte  River  Resource 

Area  (in  which  the  Salt  Creek  oil  field  is  located)  has 
knowledge  of  uncapped  exploration  wells  that  are  being 
allowed  to  flow  saline  waters  in  the  Natrona  County 
portion  of  the  Salt  Creek  oil  drainage.  If  your  office  knows 
of  such  wells,  we  would  appreciate  your  sending  a  list 
of  them  to  the  Platte  River  Resource  Area  office  1 1 1  South 
Wolcott  Street,  Casper,  Wyoming  82601. 

During  1983,  23  water  injection  wells  were  found  to  be 
circulating  fluid  to  the  surface  in  some  quantity  in  the 
Salt  Creek  oil  field.  BLM  records  indicate  that  these 
problems  had  been  corrected  as  of  August  1983.  During 
1984,  21  injection  wells  were  found  to  be  circulating  fluid 
to  the  surface  to  some  degree.  BLM  records  indicate  that 
all  of  these  had  been  repaired  by  December  1984. 

Water  samples  were  collected  at  all  permitted  discharge 
points  in  the  AMOCO  portion  of  the  Salt  Creek  oil  field 
during  the  summer  of  1984.  One  discharge  was  found 
to  be  out  of  compliance  in  chloride  and  total  dissolved 
solids.  Other  discharges  were  found  to  be  high  in  oil  and 
grease.  The  EPA  has  delegated  responsibility  to  the 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  for 
ensuring  that  permitted  discharge  meets  state  and  federal 
standards. 

It  has  been  recognized  for  some  time  that  water  discharges 
into  Salt  Creek  increase  salinity  in  the  Powder  River.  For 
that  reason,  water  quality  was  made  an  issue  in  the 
designation  of  the  Salt  Creek  Drainage  Hazardous  Area 
of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.  This  is  discussed  in 
the  Platte  River  Resource  Area's  RMP/EIS  (USDI,  BLM 
1984b).  As  a  result  of  the  designation  of  this  ACEC,  steps 
have  been  taken  to  improve  the  quality  of  discharge  water. 

12.  A  brief  description  of  coordination  efforts  with  water 

quality  plans  follows.  The  BLM  adheres  to  the 
recommendations  set  forth  in  areawide  water  quality 
documents.  The  BLM  assumes  authority  and 
responsibility  on  BLM-administered  lands  and  achieves 
monitoring  through  its  Level  II  inventory  program.  The 
Powder  River  Area-wide  Planning  Organization  (PRAPO) 
text  cites  a  shortage  of  hydrologic  data  on  the  Powder 
River  and  cites  salinity  and  sediment  loading  as  major 
concerns  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area. 

The  BLM  has  upgraded  its  program  of  monitoring 
streamflow  quantity  and  quality.  Automatic  sediment 
samplers  are  installed  along  many  tributaries  of  the 
Powder  River.  Timely  grab  sample  data  are  collected 
throughout  the  season.  Active  water  sampling  is  taking 
place  at  oil  treater  discharge  sites  along  Salt  Creek. 
Coordination  with  the  Wyoming  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  is  continuing  in  the  identification 
of  alluvial  valley  floors  and  floodplains  on  potential  coal 
lease  tracts.  Best  management  practices  are  addressed 
on  site-specific  actions  in  separate  documents. 

13.  The  discussion  of  groundwater  resources  in  chapters  3 

and  4  of  the  second  draft  (pages  155  and  178)  adequately 
describes  impacts  on  groundwater  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area.  The  comment  saying  that  76%  of  the 
public  water  supply  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  is 
contributed  by  groundwater  is  skewed,  since  Casper's 
population  (47,000)  is  considered  in  the  statistic.  The 
Casper  water  source  originates  from  shallow  alluvial 
aquifers  along  the  North  Platte  River  and  is  unrelated 
to  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area. 
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14.  The  surface  water  discussion  on  pages  110  and  111  of 

the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  describes  riparian  habitat  and 
general  stream  condition  as  examined  by  the  BLM. 

Generally,  runoff  volume  and  sediment  yield  can  be 
considered  inversely  proportional  to  percentage  of  plant 
cover.  As  percentage  of  plant  cover  declines,  production 
of  runoff  and  sediment  increases.  However,  runoff  and 
sediment  are  related  to  a  number  of  factors,  not  just  to 
plant  cover  percentages.  Factors  such  as  rainfall  intensity, 
soil  infiltration,  soil  textures,  and  soil  structure  greatly 
influence  runoff  and  sediment  yield;  thus,  there  is  not  a 
direct  and  exact  relationship  between  plant  cover 
percentages  and  runoff  volume. 

The  universal  soil  loss  equation  (USLE)  is  inappropriate 
for  application  in  the  Powder  River  Basin.  First,  the  USLE 
calculates  a  surface  soil  loss  on  the  watershed.  It  was 
not  intended  to  be  a  sediment  yield  procedure  resulting 
in  sediment  production  transported  off  of  the  watershed. 
Second,  erosion  in  this  region  is  mainly  gully  and  stream 
bank  erosion.  The  USLE  was  intended  to  describe  only 
splash  and  rill  erosion  processes,  not  gully  and  stream 
bank  erosion.  A  sediment  yield  simulation  model  using 
channel  geometry  data  and/or  measured  hydrologic  data 
is  needed  for  adequate  erosion  predictions.  Site-specific 
data  are  not  available  for  this  process  at  this  time.  Also 
see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 

15.  Several  of  the  range  improvement  projects  listed  on  page 

80— road  closures,  erosion  control,  check  dam 
construction,  fertilization  of  big  game  winter  range,  and 
streamflow  (fishery)  improvement— may  meet  your 
definition  of  "ecological  enhancement  projects."  Most  of 
the  other  improvement  projects  (except  perhaps  allotment 
boundary  fences)  also  provide  for  enhancement  of 
renewable  resources  as  well  as  for  resource  production. 
For  instance,  a  spring  development  includes  a  livestock 
exclosure  fence  to  protect  the  sump  area  from  livestock 
grazing  and  trampling.  In  addition,  water  development 
projects  directly  benefit  both  livestock  and  wildlife. 

16.  Black  and  white  photographs  of  most  of  the  subjects  you 

requested  were  not  available  from  the  Casper  District 
photo  library.  Several  photographs  of  the  wilderness  study 
areas  are  included  in  appendix  7  of  the  draft  document. 
The  final  wilderness  study  report  will  contain  labeled 
photographs  of  each  of  the  three  WSAs. 

17.  The  general  contents  list  at  the  front  of  the  document  gives 

the  page  numbers  of  each  chapter  divider.  A  reader 
turning  to  the  page  number  listed  for  a  given  chapter 
would  then  find  that  the  divider  contains  a  comprehensive 
contents  list  for  that  chapter.  This  method  was  used  so 
that  the  contents  lists  could  be  more  detailed  than  is 
practicable  in  a  single  listing  at  the  front  of  the  book. 
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PETROLEUM  ASSOCIATION  OF  WYOMING 

a  division  of  ftodty  Mountain  Oil  ana  Gas  Association 

330  South  Center  Suile  11S  RicnarOT  Aobitkiii* 

Csper.  Wyoming  62601  ^"^""^  ""•'"" 

(307)  234-5333  Z'^Jian  0,'^i'Jf 


Mr.  Clenn  Besslnger 
Buffalo  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagement 
300  Spr\jce  Street 
Buffalo.  Uyonlng  82834 

Dear  Mr.  Besslnger: 

Re:   Draft  RMP/FIS  Buffalo  Res* 


ce  An 


On  behalf  of  the  Petroleum  Association  of  Uyonlng  (PAW),  a  division  of  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association,  whose  members  account  for  more  than 
90Z  of  the  petroleum  produced  and  90t  of  the  wells  drilled  In  Wyoming,  pleas* 
accept  the  foUovlng  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource  Hanagement  Plan  for  ch« 
Buffalo  Resource  Area. 


t  2  Energy 


Included  In  the  first  Buffalo 


jL  Energy  resource  development. 

J  Resource  Area  draft  management  plan.  Is  addressed  In  the  reproposed  draft 
\  plan.  Because  of  the  expanded  scope  and  more  Indepth  analysis,  we  believe 
I  that  the  new  draft  Is  a  much  Improved  document.   It  more  accurately  reflects 

1  the  on-going  management  programs  In  the  reaource  area  Including  oU  and  gaa 

2  exploration  and  development. 

'  proposed  In  our  cosMnts  on  the  Inlelal 
eproposed  draft.   Ue  appreciate  the  tlae 
j  .i.u  c.uii  e»|teiiijt:u  ana   oeiieve  that  the  draft,  both  the  text  and  the  maps, 
^  provides  a  more  useful  and  understandable  explanation  of  the  effects  the  plan 
I  win  have  on  all  multiple  users. 

2 j  One  of  our  major  concerns  In  the  previous  draft  vas  the  cumulative  effect  of 
J  restrictions  and  stipulations  on  access  to  lands  for  oil  and  gas  exploration. 
I  The  first  draft  indicated  Chat  47,000  acres  had  no  surface  occupancy  (nso) 
I  restrictions,  48.000  acres  had  seasonal  restrictions  and  276,000  acres  had 
J  possible  occupancy  restrictions  for  surface  disturbing  activities. 


I  Many  of  the  recommendations  which  PAW  proposed  In  our 
I  draft  have  been  Incorporated  In  the  reproposed  draft. 
J  and  effort  expended  and  believe 


I  In  the  reproposed  draft,  as  indicated  In  Table  4-4  on  page  175.  these  totals 
|have  changed  considerably.  Ue  note  that  closer  analysis  has  revealed  the 
factual  extent  to  which  lands  are  restricted.   No  surface  occupancy  for  mineral 
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330  South  Center,  Sulla  t15 
Caspar.  Wyoming  82601 


2S  development  Is  now  s  restriction  under  Alternative  B  on  360.640  acres  with 
9  2,209,700  acres  possessing  seasonal  restrictions.   This  huge  growth  In 
I  restricted  acreage  figures  highlights  the  magnitude  of  the  woulatlve  effect 
I  BLH  nanagenent  decisions  have  on  the  opportunity  for  oil  and  gas  developaent. 

Sin  the  revised  draft  over  2  1/2  million  acres  have  been  identified  as  having 
some  form  of  surface  access  restriction.   This  Is  an  alarming  aotounc  for  s 
\   resource  area  in  which  the  BLH  only  administers  798,848  acres  of  the  surface. 
I  Unreasonable  and  excessive  restrictions  and  overlapping  stipulatlona  uy 
9  render  many  leases  virtually  inaccessible  or  economically  infeaslble. 

3|  Ue  are  uncertain  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  "federal  minerals"  category  In  Table 
k  4-4  (p.  175).   The  footnote  indicates  that  acreage  figures  for  federal  alner- 
?  als  apply  to  oil  and  gas  development  and  development  of  salable  minerals,  and 
\   that  acreage  figures  for  "federal  surface"  apply  to  all  other  actions.  Upon 
I  closer  examination,  by  cross  referencing  (map  14)  wildlife  stipulations  with 

1  map  1  (surface  ownershp)  and  map  2  (mineral  ownership).  It  appears  that 

2  innumerable  restrictions  are  being  blanketed  on  private  surface.   Uhat  ia  the 
\   BLH  policy  on  these  split  estate  lands?   Does  this  indicate  that  surface 

I  occupancy  restrictions  are  routinely  applied  to  private  surface  over  federal 


4^  The  Bud  Love  big  game  range  does  not  appear  to  contain  federal  surface  or 

1  minerals,  and  yet  the  plan  imposes  a  year-round  no  surface  disturbance  and 

2  occupancy  restriction.   Under  what  authority  is  the  BLH  making  this 


j  occupancy  restriction.   Under  ' 

1  withdrawaP   Ue  object  to  the  BLH  invoking 


rshlp. 


iklng  I 
stipulations  on  land 


5J  We  continue  to  question  the  validity  of  the  need  for  the 
fi   tones  around  small  gaoe  nests,  leks.  strutting  grounds,  ' 


ion  of  buffer 

^ o . . o   B .  ---•   For  example, 

I  prohibitions  of  surface  disturbance  and  occupancy  within  a  1/4  -  mile  radius 

1  of  the  center  of  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  and  an  additional  I  3/4  -  mile 

2  radlua  from  March  1st  to  June  13th  amount  to  170.000  acres.   These  and  other 
I  "buffer  zone"  restrictions  appear  to  unreasonably  impede  access  to  public 

I  lands  for  oil  and  gas  development. 

B^  There  are  several  references  in  the  draft  to  the  fact  that  some  leases  can  be 
I  developed  only  by  directional  drilling  because  of  requirements  that  the  land 

i 


cupled.   While  the  draft  do 


stlmate  of  the 


|additlonal  costs  associated  with  directional  drilling  there  Is  no  discussion 
got  its  feasibility.  This  may  lead  the  reader  to  believe  that  cost  would  be 
jjthe  only  factor  deterring  a  company  from  using  directional  drilling,  when  In 


including  local  geology. 
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C«sp«t,  Wyomlnj  82M1 


7*1  We  disagree  with  the  reasoning  used  Co  ellBlnate  Che  confllcc  resoludon 
I  alcernadve  vhlch  considered  changing  Che  Fordf  Icadon  Creeic  WSA  boundaries 
k  Co  allow  developnenc  of  three  oil  and  gas  leases.   The  scaceoenc  Is  made  on 
J  page  18,  "Since  this  (directional  drilling)  la  a  feasible  approach  Co 
\  developing  the  oil  and  gas  resource,  chere  was  no  reason  Co  redefine  Che 
I  boundaries  of  the  USA  to  exclude  those  leases."  Feasibility  Is  offered  as  an 

S  absolute.   We  doubt  that  the  actual  clrcutastances  are  that  clear  cut. 
Mineral  potential  and  econonlc  and  geologic  feasibility  should  be  considered 
I  as  reasons  Co  make  adjuscnents. 

6  S  Ue  concur  with  the  recomnendadon  of  the  preferred  alternative  chat  all  three 
J  USA's  In  the  resource  area  not  be  designated  as  wilderness.   The  availability 
I  of  these  38.9)1  acres  for  full  multiple  use  msnagenenc  will  be  In  the  best 
k  Interest  of  sll  cltlrens. 


01  We  do  not  believe  chst  this  drsft 
agement  prog 


ce  management  plan  treats  oil  and  gas 

1  development  consistent  with  the  policy  end  goals  of  the  BLK  mlnersls 

2  management  program  as  outlined  on  page  92.   Contrary  to  the  principle  relating 

1  to  mineral  values,  the  draft  plan  appeara  to  give  Uccle  conslderaclon  to  the 
k  mineral  potential  of  an  area  when  recommending  s  management  decision. 

k  Unnecesssry  "nso"  year-round  and  seasonal  restrictions  greatly  Inhibit  access 

2  to  public  land.  Cumulatively  chey  appear  Co  consdcuce  a  withdrawal  contrary 
I  to  the  scaced  principle  chat  public  lands  will  remain  open  and  available  for 
kolneral  exploration  and  development  unless  It  Is  clearly  In  Che  nadonal 

!  Intereec. 


PAU  appreclaces  the  opportunity 
Management  Plan. 


Hillary  Oden 
Tim  Monroe 
Alice  Prell 


the  Draft  Buffalo  Res< 


See  "Effects  on  Oil  and  Gas"  on  pages  146  and  172  of 
the  second  draft  document. 

7.  We  agree  with  your  concern  about  the  reasoning  used  to 

eliminate  the  conflict  resolution  alternative  in  the 
Fortification  Creek  WSA.  Mineral  potential  and  economic 
and  geologic  feasibility  are  valid  concerns.  In  response 
to  public  concerns,  the  rationale  for  eliminating  this 
conflict  resolution  alternative  has  been  changed  in  the 
preliminary  final  v\/ilderness  EIS,  which  will  be  published 
at  a  later  date.  Since  all  existing  leases  in  the  WSA  have 
the  wilderness  protection  stipulation,  which  prohibits 
activities  that  impair  wilderness  values,  and  since  the 
leases  appear  to  be  developable  from  outside  the  WSA 
boundary  but  within  the  lease  boundary,  there  is  no  need 
or  rationale  for  the  consideration  of  the  "conflict 
resolution"  alternative.  In  addition,  these  leases  could  be 
developed  within  the  WSA  as  long  as  activities  meet  the 
nonimpairment  criteria  and  all  surface  disturbance  is 
reclaimed  by  the  time  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  makes 
his  recommendation  to  the  President  as  to  designation 
or  nondesignation  of  the  area  as  wilderness 

8.  Your  preference  has  been   noted.  Thank  you  for  your 

support. 

9.  The  RMP/EIS  was  developed  with  the  assumption  that  the 

entire  resource  area  has  high  potential  for  mineral 
development.  The  decisions  were  made  after  careful 
analysis  of  the  possibility  of  permitting  mineral 
development  while  giving  appropriate  protection  to  other 
important  public  resource  values.  No  area  is  closed  to 
oil  and  gas  activities  through  the  plan.  Also  see  response 
3  to  letter  3. 


Responses  to  Letter  10 

1.  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  We  appreciate  your  support. 

2.  See  response  1  to  letter  3. 

3.  Federal  minerals  refers  to  minerals  that  are  federally  owned, 

regardless  of  who  owns  the  surface  rights.  Also  see 
response  2  to  letter  3. 

4.  The   Bud   Love   Big   Game   Range   boundary   is  shown 

incorrectly  on  map  10.  This  error  has  been  noted  on  the 
Map  Guide  in  this  final  RMP/EIS.  The  7,000-acre  range 
contains  approximately  840  acres  of  federal  minerals 
overlain  by  surface  owned  by  the  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department.  The  stipulation,  which  applies  only  to 
the  840  acres,  is  intended  to  protect  public  safety  as  well 
as  to  reduce  effects  on  adjacent  federal  lands.  The  WGFD 
requested  that  the  stipulation  be  applied. 

As  is  indicated  on  page  46  of  the  second  draft  document, 
the  "no  surface  occupancy"  stipulation  could  be  waived, 
depending  on  the  type  of  action  proposed  and  the  effect 
it  would  have  on  big  game.  Such  decisions  are  consistent 
with  BLM  policy  as  mandated  by  both  FLPMA  and  NEPA. 

5.  The  sizes  of  the  different  buffer  zones  were  developed 

through  research  and  in  cooperation  with  state  and  federal 
wildlife  managing  agencies.  These  maximum  sized  zones 
are  used  for  planning  purposes;  factors  such  as 
topography,  vegetation,  and  roads  are  not  considered. 
Once  a  development  proposal  is  received,  a  site-specific 
analysis  is  carried  out.  The  planning  decisions  can  be 
waived  following  such  analysis. 

6.  We  agree  with  your  statement;  however,  no  leases  are  issued 

with  the  stipulation  that  they  must  be  directionally  drilled. 


1  1 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

p.  O,  BOX  2i086 

BUILDING  20.  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

DENVER.  COLORADO    S021i 

Intermountaln  Field  Operations  Center 


November  9,  1984 


Glenn  Besslnger,  Area  Manag 
of  Land  Management ,  300  Spri 


Acting  Chief,  Int 


Bet,  Buffalo,  Uyomlng  8283A 
In  Field  Operations  Center 


Review  of  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  Envlronmi 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  for  Buffalo  Resource  Area, 
Johnson,  Sheridan,  and  Campbell  Counties,  Uyomlng 


Personnel  of  the  Intermountaln  Field  Operstlone  Center,  Bui 

eeu  of  Hlnes, 

have  reviewed  the  subject  document  which  discusses  four  alterr 

atlves  for  the 

management  of  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.   These  alternatives 

deal  with  Che 

management  of  various  reeources,  but  the  Bureau  of  Mines  Int 

ereat  pertains 

primarily  to  mineral  resources  and  producing  facilities. 

The  plan  Hats  leasable  minerals  In  the  Resource  Area  as:   pet 

oleum,  natural 

gas,  and  coal  (p.  92),  and  Important  locatable  minerals  as  be 

ntonlte  (clay) 

and  uranium.  It  Is  noted,  however,  that  traces  of  gold,  silver,  rare  earths, 
copper,  and  nickel  also  occur.  The  document  states  <p.  103)  that  no  strategic 
minerals  are  known  in  the  area.  Major  salable  mlnerala  Include  only  sand  and 
gravel,  but  flagstone  (sandstone),  scoria,  and  limestone  suitable  for  crushed 
rock,  also  are  known  (p.  104).  An  examination  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 
Mineral  Industry  Location  System  (MILS)  showed  that  the  MILS  list  of  minerals 
for  this  area  agrees  with  those  stated  In  the  document.  Current  production 
In  the  counties  Involved  includes  bentonlte,  sand  and  gravel,  coal,  uranium, 
and  oil  and  gas. 


1  ^We  appreciate  t 
kwhlch  provides 
"facilities  In  vi 


he  time  and  effo 
adequate  discuss 
arlous  sections  o 


of  the  RHP/DEIS 
s  and  producing 


It  In  the  preparatio' 
tKe  mineral  resour 
eport. 

the  docunent  as  written.   Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 


^  Jioimle  E.u(links 
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Response  to  Letter  11 

1 .  Thank  your  for  your  comment.  We  appreciate  your  support. 


Response  to  Letter  12 

1.  Information  bulletin  84-261  was  issued  after  the  second  draft 
RMP/EIS  had  been  completed,  but  before  it  was  printed. 
However,  we  believe  that  the  document  does  follow  the 
intent  of  the  draft  guidelines  in  the  information  bulletin. 
Acreages  are  presented  in  the  three  leasing  categories 
(with  stipulations,  without  stipulations,  and  closed  to 
leasing).  A  map  of  KGSs  is  included;  however,  little 
information  was  available  on  the  prospective  value  of  land. 
The  resource  area  as  a  whole  is  considered  to  have  high 
potential  although  there  may  be  specific  areas  with  little 
or  no  potential. 


12 


IS-t 


ChmrM  USA  Inc. 

700  Soulh  Colomo  8I«) .  f.  0  Boi  599.  Dmvti.  CO  80201 

Hovnbcr    19,    19S4 


Suf<  AnaJvK 


Draft  UIP/EIS 
Buttalo  R««ource  Ar«« 


Kr.  Glcna  Beicinger 
Bureau  of  Land  ManafcBent 
300  Spruca  SCraec 
Buffalo,  n  82834 

Dear  Hr.  Beaaingar: 

After  reviewing  Che  Second  Draft  KHP/EIS,  1  believe  it  ia  such  sore  complete 
in  ita  analyaii  of  the  oil  and  gaa  iaaue  than  wae  the  Pirat  Draft.  Still,  1 
think  it  could  be  iaproved. 

IkRecenlly,  the  BLM  Waihington  Office,  Branch  of  Fluid  Mineral  Leaaing  developed 
2  a  aet  of  draft  guidelinea  for  conaidering  fluid  ninerala  in  IKPa.  Thii  draft 
Jvaa  aent  to  all  State  Directora  under  cover  of  Information  Bulletin  Ko.  84- 
|261,  dated  June  21,  1984.  1  believe  that  theae  guidelinea  require  the 
|deciaion-Baker  to  examine  Boat  of  the  factoia  relevant  to  oil  and  gaa  leaaing, 
2  and  I  would  encourage  you  to  incorporate  thia  proceaa  in  your  Pinal  BMP/BIS . 


-^«1 


Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc. 

S5    KEABNV    STRtrT 
SAN     F«ANCISCO.    CALIFORNIA    94  I  o8 


415  411-6561 


November    21,    1984 


New  r«r*  Of^t 


I  785-7a<»' 


Glenn  Beesinger,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Hanageaent 

300  Spruce  Street  ^ 

Buffalo,  Hyoaing   82834 

REt   Draft  Buffalo  Resource  Managenent  Plan 

Dear  Hr.  Besaingen 

Me  tiave  reviewed  the  draft  Buffalo  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Inpact  Statement  and  submit  these  comments  on 
behalf  of  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council.  Inc.,  and  its 
Public  Lands  Institute. 

j       At  the  outset,  we  commend  the  agency  for  recognizing  the 
[basic  inadequacies  of  the  earlier  draft  RMP/EIS  and  for  preparing 
la  second  draft.   (See  our  comments  dated  11  August  1983  which  we 
jhereby  incorporate  by  reference.)   Unfortunately,  the  revised 
I  draft  remains  seriously  deficient  in  a  number  of  ways.   He  are 

i!  extremely  concerned  that  the  agency  has  already  made  the  basic 
Imanagement  decisions  for  the  area  and  that  preparation  of  the 
I RMP/EIS  has  been  little  more  than  a  pro  forma  exercise.   He  also 
believe  that  the  "proposed'  actions  are  heavily  biased  in  favor 
of  mineral  development,  livestock  grazing,  and  other  exploitive 
uses  of  the  public  lands.   The  draft  RMP/EIS  utterly  fails  to 
I  justify  or  analyze  theae  actions  as  required  by  the  Federal  Land 
I  Policy  and  Management  Act  (PLPMA) ,  the  National  Environmental 
[policy  Act  (NEPA) ,  and  other  applicable  laws.   Accordingly,  the 
I  draft  must  be  substantially  revised  and  circulated  for  additional 
I  public  comment. 

Failure  to  Comply  Hlth  PLPMA's  Planning  Requirements. 

Ttie   provisions  of  the  proposed  plan  and  the  alternatives 
considered  are  vague,  generalized,  and  incomplete.   They  fail  to 
provide  comprehensive  direction  that  will  control  future  uses  of 
the  public  lands.   In  short,  the  proposed  RMP  falls  to  comply 
even  with  FLPHA's  minimum  requirements  for  land  use  plans.   See 
843  U.S.C.  S  1712. 


Si  Under  PLPMA,  the  BLM  is  reqi 
■plans  that  guide,  constrain,  and  i 
Epublic  lands.  Such  plans  must  be 
IBuffalo  "plan'  makes  a  mockery  of 


the  BLM  is  required  to  develop  comprehensive 
control  future  uses  of  the 
based  on  sound  data.   The 
these  requirements.   In 


Ctnifil  Rtfion  -  Ciplorttion,  Lintf  ind  Produciion 


ioo%  Knrckd  Fipa 


Sew  England  Offtrr:  850  itWTON  mwt  dOAO  •  *i'dbm»¥,  ma.  01776  •  fit?  »37-047l 
Public  Lands  Inttitute:  1710  tMCt  mirr  •  ocnvm,  co.  80106  •  503  S77-^40 
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13-2 


13-4 


Glenn  Beaaingec 
November  21,  1984 
Page  Two 


Glenn  Bessinger 
November  21,  1964 
Page  Pour 


SS  particular ,  basic  resource  information  is  totally  lacking.   With 
I  regard  to  range  management,  the  Bureau  has  current  data  for  only 
I  three  allotmentB.   Cultural  and  soils  information  is  also 
flacking.   Where  information  exists.  It  has  been  used  selectively 
land  inconsistently.   For  example,  the  1968  range  survey  and  the 
I  1963  examination  of  only  45,000  acres  have  apparently  been  used 
I  to  analyze  proposed  grazing  increases  for  the  entire  area,  even 
f though  the  1950*s  data  and  the  1977  forage  condition  inventory 

1  demonstrate  that  most  of  the  area  Is  in  unsatisfactory  condition. 

4|       In  addition,  the  plan  fails  even  to  address  several  issues, 

2  despite  the  fact  that  under  PLPHA  RMPs  must  be  comprehensive. 

1  Appendix  1  reveals  that  oil  and  gas  development,  weed  and  pest 
■control,  and  identification  of  areas  of  critical  environmental 
k concern  (ACECs)  were  not  fully  addressed  in  the  RMP,  allegedly 

2  because  of  past  planning  efforts.   This  action  undermines 
Icongreas's  intention  that  the  RMP  process  be  used  to  reassess  and 
I  reconsider  appropriate  actions  with  regard  to  all  issues.   The 

S  omission  of  ACECs  from  the  RHP  is  a  particularly  egregious 
.violation  of  PLPHA  since  the  Act  explicitly  requires  that 
Ideslgnation  of  ACECs  must  be  given  priority  in  the  RHP  process. 
I  See  43  U.S.C.  S  1712(c)  (3). 

m  ^       The  draft  plan  also  fails  to  contain  specific  provisions 
I  that  control  future  use.   Por  example,  the  draft  lacks  any 
I  management  proposals  for  coal  preference  right  lease 
lapplicatlons,  but  rather  defers  development  of  such  proposals 
until  the  processing  of  applications  has  been  completed.   Soroe 
areas,  such  as  the  Noodson  PRLA  area,  clearly  provide  significant 
benefits  to  wildlife  such  as  deer  and  sage  grouse,  yet  the  RMP 
fails  to  consider  how  such  wildlife  would  be  protected  from 
^mining  activities.   In  general,  coal  leasing  is  virtually 
I  unrestricted,  even  though  the  amount  currently  available  for 
lleasing  far  outstrips  demand  in  the  foreseeable  future.   With 

!  respect  to  a  number  of  activities,  mitigation  measures  designed 
to  protect  environmental  values  are  deemed  "waivable*  by  the 
district  or  area  managers,  without  meaningful  criteria  as  to  when 
such  waivers  would  be  appropriate. 

with  regard  to  grazing,  the  RMP  also  lacks  meaningful 
constraints.   No  management  plans  exist  for  category  H  and  C 
allotments,  and  apparently  none  will  be  developed.   In  category  I 
allotments,  the  plan  lacks  meaningful  constraints  on  future 
management,  with  the  sole  exception  of  how  Increased  forage  will 
be  allocated.   In  none  of  the  areas  does  the  plan  impose  specific 
monitoring  requirements,  as  explicitly  required  by  the  Bureau's 
planning  regulations.   See  43  C.P.R.  S  1601.0-5  (k)  (8)  (1983) . 


1  1  |The  EIS  offers  only  two  alternatives 

^wilderness  study  areas:   no  wilderness  and  all  wilderness.   The 
Idocument  offers  no  adequate  explanation  for  failing  to  consider 
iany  interim  alternatives.   Because  it  is  not  reasonable  for  the 
Jagency  to  dismiss  out  of  hand  any  option  other  than  no  wildernes 
Jand  all  wilderness,  the  agency's  failure  to  consider  any  such 
(options  violates  NEPA.   See  California  v.  Block,  690  P. 2d  753, 
1765-69  (9th  Cir.  1982)  . 

In  sum,  we  believe  that  the  RMP/EIS  Is  fundamentally 
inadequate  in  a  number  of  ways.   In  addition  to  the  above 
remarks,  we  urge  the  agency  to  consider  carefully  the  detailed 
comments  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation.   Thank  you  for 
considering  these  comments. 

Sincerely, 


a^e.ovu^     [\ 


David    B.    Edels 
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Glenn  Bessinger 
November  21,  1984 
Page  Three 


0!l 


Failure  to  Comply  with  WEPA's  Requirements. 

In  addition  to  the  deficiencies  of  the  draft  document  as  a 
land  use  plan,  it  Is  wholly  inadequate  as  an  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS) .  The   discussion  of  livestock  grazing  does  not 
comply  with  the  requirements  set  forth  by  the  court  in  NRDC  v. 
Morton,  368  P.  Supp.  629  (D.D.C.  1974).   Furthermore,  tKe 
analysis  and  consideration  of  alternatives  with  regard  to  other 
issues,  particularly  wilderness,  is  also  extremely  inadequate. 
We  believe  that  the  agency  has  failed  to  take  a  'hard  look"  at 
the  proposed  actions  and  their  environmental  consequences  and 
that  the  EIS  would  not  withstand  judicial  scrutiny. 

With  regard  to  livestock  grazing,  the  deficiencies  of  the 
EIS  are  unfortunately  quite  similar  to  those  we  noted  in  our 
earlier  comments  dated  11  August  1963.   (We  refer  you  to  those 
comments  and  to  our  comments  on  the  Newcastle  and  Divide  Grazing 
EISs  which  we  attached  to  our  letter.)   Perhaps  the  most 
egregious  shortcoming  of  the  EIS  is  its  almost  complete  lack  of 
current  data  on  range  conditions  or  grazing  capacity.   He  are 
extremely  disturbed  by  the  agency's  failure  to  acquire  even 
baseline  data  on  soils  and  vegetation  in  the  resource  area.   The 
agency  apparently  does  not  even  know  numbers  of  livestock  and 
seasons  of  use  in  233  allotments  under  annual  leases.   The  agency 
also  lacks  information  on  wildlife  numbers  and  habitat  and 
apparently  has  no  intention  of  conducting  comprehensive  wildlife 
inventories. 

The  range  of  alternatives  is  also  inadequate.   All  the 


S-  status  quo  --  except  for  alternative  D  which  proposes  a  modest 
reduction  in  livestock  numbers.  We  question  whether  the  latter 
I  alter 
Kdata 


ative  is  practical,  given  the  agency's  apparent  lack  of 
o  support  such  reductions. 


101       Finally,  the  agency's  discussion  of  the  environmental 

(  impacts  of  implementing  the  alternatives  is  extremely  cursory  and 

k  hypothetical  and  fails  to  explain  adequately  why  range  conditions 

J  will  improve  under  the  proposed  action  or  the  alternatives.   In 

V  particular,  we  question  the  agency's  assumption  that  forage 

I  production  from  mined  lands  following  reclamation  will  equal  or 

k exceed  pre-mining  levels.   Please  provide  us  with  any 

"  documentation  for  this  claim. 

1  11       With  regard  to  issues  other  than  grazing,  the  EIS  offers  no 

1  real  "alternatives;"  instead,  the  various  "alternatives*  are 

2  virtually  identical.   With  the  exception  of  management  of 

I  Fortification  Creek,  key  decisions  have  apparently  been  made  and 
k  are  not  being  reconsidered  in  the  RMP/EIS  in  any  meaningful  way. 


1.  The  planning  process  is  in  proper  order.  Please  keep  in 

mind  that  there  are  existing  planning  decisions 
(Alternative  A)  that  guide  current  management  of  the 
resource  area.  These  decisions  are  in  force  until  they  are 
changed  by  the  record  of  decision  for  this  RMP/EIS. 

Many  potential  issues  were  addressed  in  prior  plans,  and 
the  decision  in  those  plans  remain  valid.  Decisions  from 
those  plans  were  selected  after  development  of  specific 
alternatives  and  analysis  of  the  alternatives.  One  of  the 
first  steps  taken  in  the  RMP/EIS  process  was  reanalysis 
of  existing  decisions  to  ensure  that  no  new  issues  existed 
and  that  the  decisions  were  current. 

A  full  range  of  reasonable  and  feasible  alternatives  was 
considered  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  BLM  planning 
regulations  (43  CFR  1600)  allow  for  a  range  of 
management  plan  alternatives.  This  does  not  necessarily 
mean  a  different  alternative  for  each  individual  program. 
A  rationale  is  given  for  each  decision  in  the  RMP/EIS. 
and  a  full  environmental  analysis  for  each  is  presented 
in  chapter  4.  Also  see  response  5  to  letter  9. 

2.  The  decisions   provide  adequate  direction   for  future 

management  of  the  public  resources.  They  are  not 
intended  to  govern  every  management  situation  that  could 
occur.  Considerable  other  guidance  must  be  followed 
(such  as  laws,  regulations,  and  manuals)  in  addition  to 
the  RMP/EIS  decisions.  Also  see  response  5  to  letter  9. 

3.  The  baseline  resource  data,  consisting  of  range  site  and 

condition  mapping,  will  be  collected  on  the  individual 
allotments  either  before  or  in  conjunction  with 
development  of  AMPs  or  cooperative  management 
agreements  (CMAs).  It  is  estimated  that  given  current  and 
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projected  personnel  and  funding  available  for  this  work, 
approximately  20,000  acres  will  be  inventoried  annually. 

The  information  available  is  adequate  to  define  the  issues 
and  develop  alternatives.  There  is  little  need  to  collect 
inventory  data  except  where  an  issue  exists,  especially 
with  the  relatively  small  amount  of  public  surface  involved. 
Provisions  are  made  in  decisions  for  collecting  the 
required  information  before  a  final  decision  is  made  on 
an  action. 

Comparable  methodology  (ecological  range  condition) 
was  used  in  the  1983  range  site  condition  inventory  and 
the  MRB  surveys  completed  in  1954  and  1968.  We  believe 
that  analysis  of  these  data  indicates  a  clear  trend  toward 
improved  range  condition  on  public  land  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area.  The  limitations  of  the  1977  forage 
condition  survey  are  discussed  on  page  80  of  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS.  We  believe  that  the  results  of  the  1977 
inventory  do  not  provide  an  accurate  analysis  of  the  range 
condition  in  the  resource  area. 

4.  The  identification  of  issues  not  to  be  addressed  in  the  RMP/ 

EIS  (as  listed  in  appendix  1  of  the  second  draft  document) 
was  not  arbitrary.  All  issues  were  analyzed  during  the 
Issue  identification  stage  of  the  RMP  process  (see  page 
6  of  the  second  draft  document),  and  it  was  determined 
that  problems,  conflicts,  or  opportunities  could  be 
resolved  only  if  they  were  identified  as  issues  through 
the  planning  process.  See  pages  8  through  12  of  the 
second  draft  RMP/EIS. 

Several  potential  issues  were  in  fact  addressed  in  previous 
decision  documents.  Each  was  analyzed  again  during 
preparation  of  the  RMP/EIS,  and  if  no  new  issues  were 
developed,  then  the  decisions  and  mitigative  measures 
from  the  other  documents  were  incorporated  into  the 
RMP/EIS  by  reference.  There  was  no  reason  to  readdress 
an  issue  that  already  had  been  addressed.  ACECs  also 
were  considered,  but  no  new  areas  were  defined  during 
the  RMP/EIS  process.  An  ACEC  designation  is  meant  to 
be  temporary  and  is  used  only  to  address  a  critical 
resource  management  need. 

5.  The   procedure   defined   for   preference   right   lease 

applications  (PRLAs)  on  page  96  of  the  second  draft  is 
correct.  PRLAs  have  been  addressed  in  this  plan  in  that 
the  coal  unsuitability  criteria  and  multiple  use  constraints 
were  applied.  Surface  owner  consultation  is  not  required 
for  PRLAs.  Determining  the  coal  development  potential 
on  a  PRLA  is  the  applicant's  responsibility;  the  BLM  is 
responsible  for  verifying  the  applicant's  determination. 
The  planning  process  cannot  negate  an  established  right. 
It  does  recognize  those  rights  and  can  only  propose  that 
the  PRLAs  continue  to  be  processed  in  accordance  with 
the  regulations. 

The  BLM  does  recognize  the  various  wildlife  habitat  values 
on  the  Woodson  PRLA.  These  are  defined  on  map  14 
(Wildlife  map)  in  the  draft.  If  you  have  other  information 
that  validates  the  significance  of  deer  and  sage  grouse 
habitat  in  that  PRLA,  please  send  that  information  to  us 
so  we  can  update  our  wildlife  data  for  the  Woodson  PRLA. 
Map  9  (Coal  Unsuitability  map)  defines  no  unsuitable  areas 
for  the  Woodson  PRLA.  We  would  reevaluate  that 
application  in  view  of  any  data  you  might  submit.  Also 
see  responses  4  and  6  to  letter  4. 

The  criteria  for  waiving  restrictions  are  explained  in 
chapter  2.  Basically,  a  waiver  is  granted  if  the  proposal 
would  not  affect  the  resource  values  being  protected. 
Whether  a  restriction  can  be  waived  is  decided  case  by 
case,  and  the  decision  to  waive  or  not  to  waive  is  based 
on  a  site-specific  analysis. 


6.  The  highest  priority  for  implementation  of  management 

plans  will  be  for  "I"  allotments.  "M"  category  allotments 
will  have  secondary  priority.  It  is  expected  that 
cooperative  management  agreements  will  be 
implemented  on  two  or  three  "M"  allotments  over  the  life 
of  the  land  use  plan.  Site-specific  management  actions 
will  be  addressed  in  the  AMP  and  CMA  documents. 

The  types  of  monitoring  studies  to  be  established  on  "M" 
and  "I"  allotments  under  the  preferred  alternative  are 
described  on  pages  35  and  36  of  the  second  draft 
document.  The  specific  types  of  resource  monitoring 
studies  to  be  established  for  each  individual  allotment  will 
be  presented  in  detail  in  the  site-specific  monitoring  plan 
that  will  be  established  in  conjunction  with  each  AMP. 

The  monitoring  requirements  described  in  the  BLM 
planning  regulations  (43  CFR  1601.0-5)  apply  to  the 
monitoring  studies  required  to  evaluate  the  resource 
management  plan,  not  the  individual  allotments. 
Monitoring  and  evaluation  of  the  RMP  is  discussed  at  the 
end  of  the  proposed  plan  in  chapter  2  of  this  final 
document. 

7.  We  do  not  agree  that  the  document  is  inadequate.  This 

RMP/EIS  does  comply  with  the  judgment  set  forth  by 
the  court  in  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  et  al.  v. 
Morton  et  al.,  1974.  The  judgment  says  that  the  court 
ordered  that  "defendants  .  .  .  have  a  mandatory,  non- 
discretionary  duty  ...  to  prepare,  publicly  circulate,  and 
consider  environmental  impact  statements  which  .  .  . 
discuss  in  detail  the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed 
livestock  grazing,  and  alternatives  thereto,  in  specific 
areas  of  the  public  lands  which  are  or  will  be  licensed 
for  such  use  .  .  ." 

Three  alternatives  for  wilderness  were  considered  in  detail, 
Wilderness  Alternative  A,  No  Action;  Wilderness 
Alternative  B  (and  C),  No  Wilderness;  and  Wilderness 
Alternative  D,  All  Wilderness.  (The  letter  designations  were 
assigned  to  correspond  with  the  RMP/EIS  alternatives  that 
included  these  three  possible  approaches  to 
recommendations  for  the  management  of  the  WSAs.)  A 
"conflict  resolution"  alternative  for  each  WSA  was  also 
considered  initially  in  the  scoping  process.  The 
forthcoming  preliminary  final  EIS  on  wilderness  responds 
to  public  comments  by  addressing  and  analyzing  an 
additional  alternative  for  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA.  This 
alternative  is  designed  to  allow  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  while  protecting  natural  values  by  prohibiting 
surface  occupancy. 

In  the  final  wilderness  EIS,  which  will  be  published  at 
a  later  date,  the  "no  action"  alternative  will  be  discussed 
in  more  detail  in  both  the  description  of  alternatives  and 
the  analysis  of  impacts. 

8.  Pages   197  through   199  of  the  second  draft  contain  a 

summary  of  comments  pertaining  to  grazing  that  were 
received  after  publication  of  the  first  draft  RMP/EIS,  as 
well  as  a  discussion  responding  to  the  content  of  those 
comments.  Also  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  this 
letter. 

Appendix  6  of  the  second  draft  (pages  255  through  266) 
contains  allotment  information,  including  livestock 
numbers  and  period  of  use  for  all  leases  administered 
by  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area. 

We  do  not  agree  that  the  BLM  lacks  information  on  wildlife 
numbers  and  habitat.  A  summary  of  the  resource  area's 
data  on  wildlife  resources  is  presented  on  pages  113 
through  122  of  the  second  draft  document.  Map  14  also 
displays  a  variety  of  wildlife  data. 
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The  resource  area's  information  on  wildlife  and  their 
habitat  is  updated  continually.  Wildlife  habitat  information 
wit!  be  collected  and  documented  by  the  resource 
specialists  conducting  range  site  and  condition  inventories 
on  the  priority  allotments.  The  area  wildlife  biologist 
conducts  both  extensive  and  intensive  wildlife  inventory 
and  monitoring  studies  in  conjunction  with  approved 
wildlife  habitat  management  plans. 

9.  See  response  5  to  letter  9. 

10.  Additional   documentation   supporting   improved  forage 

production  from  mined  lands  appears  in  two  documents 
that  were  not  listed  in  the  References  for  the  draft 
document.  These  documents  are  listed  in  the  Additional 
References  In  this  final  document.  See  Munshower  and 
Scott  1982  and  1984. 
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See  response  5  to  letter  9  and  the  response  to  comment 
7  of  this  letter. 


2fc  designation  of  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern,  as 
I  required  by  PLPMA.   And  the  minerals  management  policy  statement 
J  (page  92)  is  a  clear  expression  of  the  BLM's  "dominant  use" 
jl  philosophy  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  -  mineral  extraction. 

'  document  is  severely  deficient  in  the  amount  and 
rmation  the  public  needs  in  order  to  intelligently 
the  planning  process.   For  example,  there  is 
formation  presented  regarding  the  characteristics 
lich  are  available  for  exchange  or  disposal  in  the 
e  Area,  not  even  a  total  acreage  figure.   All  that 
the  draft  RMP  are  legal  descriptions  in  Appendix 
disposal  actions  are  supposed  to  be  based  upon 
ng  decisions,  how  can  the  public  render  a 

whether  lands  should  or  should  not  be  disposed  of 
)  document  fails  to  provide  meaningful  information 
ibject  to  disposal?  The  same  problem  exists  with 
llife  habitat  management  issues  as  explained  below. 


Third,  the 
quality  of  info 
participate  in 
literally  no  in 
of  the  lands 
Buffalo  Resourc' 
is  provided  in 
4.   Since  land 
land  use  planni 
judgement  about 
if  the  planning 
on  the  lands  su: 
respect  to  wild 

Our  specific  comments  are  as  follows. 

1.    There  are  some  important  omissions  in  the  section  describing 
the  "Objectives"  of  the  Buffalo  RMP  on  page  6.   First,  there  is 
no  mention  of  "areas  of  critical  environmental  concern"  (ACEC) , 
though  Sec.  202(c)(3)  of  the  Federal  Land  Planning  and  Management 
Act  (FLPMA)  states  that  in  the  development  of  land  use  plans  the 
BLM  "shall...  give  priority  to  the  designation  and  protection  of 
areas  of  critical  environmental  concern."   Instead,  the  BLM 
proposes  in  the  RMP  to  drop  the  only  existing  ACEC  in  the 
resource  area,  the  Red  Wall  ACEC  (pp.  67-88). 

Secondly,  aside  from  one  reference  to  wilderness,  none  of 
the  objectives  identified  on  page  6  refer  to  any  of  the  non- 
commodity  resources  listed  In  Sec.  102(a)(8)  of  FLPMA,  which  the 
Bureau  is  responsible  for  managing.   That  section  states  that  it 
is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  that: 

the  public  lands  be  managed  in  a  manner 
that  will  protect  the  quality  of  scientific, 
scenic,  historical,  ecological ,  environ- 
mental, air  and  atmospheric,  water  resource, 
and  archeological  valuesj  that,  where 
appropriate,  will  preserve  and  protect 
certain  public  lands  in  their  natural  condi- 
tion} that  will  provide  food  and  habitat 
for  fish  and  wildlife  and  domestic  animals; 
and  that  will  provide  for  outdoor  recreation 
and  human  occupancy  and  use... 
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NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 


202—797-6800 


1412  Suieenth  Sweet.  NW     Wajhingloo,  DC      20036 


November  20,  1984 


Hr.  Glen  Bessingec,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  WY   82834 

Dear  Mr.  Bessinger: 

The  National  Wildlife  Federation  and  the  Wyoming  Wildlife 
Federation  submits  the  following  comments  on  the  draft  Buffalo 
Resource  Management  Plan. 

First  of  all,  we  find  the  draft  RMP  so  severely  deficient  in 
several  important  respects,  that  we  must  strongly  recommend  that 
the  Bureau  issue  a  subsequent  draft,  after  incorporating  the 
necessacy  modifications,  for  public  review  and  comment  prior  to 
issuing  a  final  version.   It  is  apparent  that  numerous  critical 
resource  management  decisions  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  have 
been  made  prior  to  the  preparation  of  this  document,  when  instead 
the  proper  role  of  resource  planning  is  to  establish  a  framework 
for  resource  management  decisions  before  those  decisions  are 
made.   In  other  words,  the  BLM  has  the  whole  process  backwards. 
Planning  should  come  first,  management  decisions  should  be  made 
through  the  planning  process,  then  these  decisions  should  be 
executed.   It  is  apparent  from  a  reading  of  the  text  and  Appendix 
1  that  far  more  land  management  issues  of  consequence  in  the 
Buffalo  Resource  Area  were  omitted  from  the  draft  RMP  than  were 
included  in  it.   For  example,  decisions  with  respect  to  watershed 
management,  strip  nine  reclamstion,  weed  and  pest  control, 
withdrawal  review,  oil  and  gas  devlopment,  ACECs,  and  coal 
development  are  all  issues  which  Appendix  1  acknowledges  were  not 
addressed  in  the  RMP.   The  rationale  provided  for  this  is  that 
previous  decisions  have  pre-empted  consideration  of  these  issues 
in  the  RMP.   If  this  is  really  the  Bureau's  attitude,  preparing 
this  draft  RMP  amounts  to  a  pointless  charade. 

21      Secondly,  the  RMP  is  unbalanced  in  favor  of  commodity 
Sextraction  and  development  activities  in  the  extreme.   No  mention 
lis  made  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act's  directive 
^that  the  public  lands  be  managed  for  a  multitude  of  natural 
I reBOurce  values,  not  just  mineral  extraction  and  livestock 
^grazing.   There  is  no  evidence  that  priority  was  given  to  the 


These  omissions  are  no  accident,  as  the  "preferred 
alternative"  (Alternative  B)  developed  in  the  draft  is  unbalanced 
in  favor  of  mineral  extraction  activities  to  such  an  extent  that 
the  Bureau  acknowledges  elsewhere  in  the  document  that  these 
developments  will  have  severe  deleterious  effects  on  a  variety  of 
non-commodity  resources. 

We  suggest  redefining  the  objectives  of  the  Buffalo  RMP  to 
more  closely  reflect  the  multiple-use  management  philosophy 
outlined  by  Congress  in  FLPMA.   Furthermore,  the  management  goals 
for  the  Buffalo  RMP  described  throughout  the  draft  should  be 
likewise  modified  in  accord  with  this  more  balanced  approach. 


of  the  disposition  of  "I"  grazing 
16  perplexing.   There  is  an  explicit 
entitled  "maximum  forage  production 

objective  of  bringing  all  "I" 
is  to  increase  livestock 

wildlife  use  ("All  new  AUMs  would 
) .   Thus,  the  necessity  for  capital 

as  wells,  fences,  pipelines,  etc. 
condition  should  be  measured  as  a 

ealth,  that  is,  its  proximity  to  a 

ive  state,  and  its  ability  to  support 
ell  as  livestock.   By  defining 
on  the  "I"  allotments  as 
penditures  on  capital  intensive 

has  precluded  the  opportunity  to 

e  management  techniques  to  improve 


2.  We  find  the  discussion 
allotments  beginning  on  page 
assumption  in  the  subsectio 
on  'I'  allotments"  that  the 
allotments  to  excellent  cond 
numbers  to  the  exclusion  of 
have  gone  to  livestock  use. 
intensive  improvements  such 
However,  the  quality  of  rang 
function  of  its  ecological  h' 
mature  native  climax  vegetat 
a  wide  array  of  wildlife  as 
"excellent"  range  conditions 
necessitating  uneconomical  e 
range  improvements,  the  BLM 
investigate  alternative  rang' 
range  condition. 

The  Bureau  should  be  moving  away  from  exclusive  reliance  on 
livestock  grazing  capacity  as  a  determinant  of  range  health.   The 
Bureau  has  quite  understandably  rejected  the  alternative  of 
eliminating  livestock  use  altogether  as  a  method  of  Improving 
range  conditions.   However,  there  is  surely  a  mix  of  alternative 
management  possibilities  that  can  be  considered  for  improving  the 
"I"  allotments.   These  might  Include:  livestock  reductions; 
seasonal  limitation  on  livestock  use;  or  alternative  grazing 
systems. 

3.  Throughout  the  discussion  of  "Grazing  Management"  beginning 
on  page  34,  terms  used  and  concepts  expressed  are  vague.   Much 
information  is  so  general  as  to  be  useless  in  giving  the  reader  a 
clear  idea  of  range  conditions,  problems,  conflicts,  and 
opportunities  which  exist  on  rangelands  in  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area. 


85 


Consultation  and  Public  Involvement 


14-4 


14-6 


Regarding  the  discussion  of 


catgory  allotments  on  page 


2  the  "H"  category.   A  statement  on  page  36  notes  that  'Analysis  of 
I  the  'H'  allotments  has  revealed  no  serious  management  problems 
land  has  shown  resource  conditions  to  be  generally  good."   Is  the 
J  word  "good"  used  here  as  it  is  elsewhere  in  the  RMP,  i.e.,  to 
J  mean  range  that  is  26-30%  depleted  from  Its  climax  vegetative 
I  state?   {See  Table  3-8  at  the  bottom  of  page  79.) 

101      ^°^   ^^    ^^   that  during  the  proposed  ten  year  duration  of  AMP 
J  development  on  allotments  in  the  "I"  category,  the  AUMs  allowed 
I  will  increase  by  3250  (p.  36]?   No  information  is  presented 
I  regarding  the  nature  of  conditions  that  have  led  to  these 
J  allotments  being  placed  in  the  "I"  category,  nor  is  there  a 
J  description  of  the  management  techniques  which  will  be  employed 
I  on  these  allotments.   The  RWP  also  fails  to  indicate  where  these 
Ik  allotments  are  located. 

l^j      Are  livestock  increases  to  occur  prior  to  the  attainment  of 
la  "good"  rating?   If  so,  it  appears  that  the  Wyoming  Game  and 
JFish  Department  (WGFD)  wildlife  goals  will  be  deferred  until 
grange  conditions  are  upgraded,  but  livestock  AUM  allocations  will 
I  be  increased  prior  to  that  achievement, 

12|j4.    A  statement  on  page  39  notes  that  lands  which  are  riparian 
J  or  wetland  areas,  or  habitat  for  threatened  or  endangered 
^species,  are  off-limits  to  disposal,  "where  the  species  is  known 
Ijto  exist."   We  commend  the  Bureau  for  adopting  this  policy,  but 
I  have  the  following  questions:   Does  the  Bureau  plan  to  perform 
^wildlife  inventories  on  lands  targeted  for  disposal  to  determine 

1  if  important  wildlife  values  are  present  on  these  tracts?   Also, 
hwill  the  public  and  the  WGFD  be  apprised  of  wildlife  values  on 
Jthese  tracts  prior  to  disposal  actions?   The  RMP  contains  no 

2  information  on  wildlife  resources  which  may  inhabit  the  lands 
^listed  in  Appendix  4.   Finally,  should  important  wildlife  values 
|kbe  found  to  exist  on  lands  proposed  for  disposal,  will  the  BLH 
?take  steps  in  accordance  with  82  IBLA  303  to  assure  that 
^conditions  or  covenants  are  incorporated  into  any  disposal 
^agreement,  whether  sale  or  exchange,  which  guarantee  protection 
kof  wildlife  and  recreation  values  on  these  lands? 

13l5.    will  the  WGFD  be  included  in  the  area  manager's  decision- 
|making  process  regarding  what  circumstances  justify  a  waiver  of 
|wildlife  protections  in  the  Taylor,  Kerns,  Love,  and  Amsden  Creek 
^game  ranges,  crucial  big  game  winter  ranges,  grouse  leks,  and 
Iraptor  species  buffer  zones  [pp.  46-48)7  will  the  U.S.  Pish  and 
•Wildlife  Service  be  consulted  prior  to  a  decision  to  waive 


9.    The  discussion  of  range  condition  in  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area  on  pages  79-80  is  confusing,  but  self-serving  to  the  Bureau 
as  we  shall  demonstrate.   First,  the  narrative  states  that  when 
the  original  MRB  survey  was  made,  70%  of  the  public  lands  were  in 
"unsatisfactory"  range  condition.   Then  the  narrative  states  that 
on  a  "large  portion"  of  these  lands  re-surveyed  in  1968,  only  14% 
of  the  lands  surveyed  were  in  "unsatisfactory"  condition,  and 
that  on  86%  of  the  lands  re-surveyed,  "the  plant  community  was 
found  not  to  have  changed  substantially  from  the  climax  plant 
community."   The  narrative  does  not  state  if  survey  standards  and 
techniques  differed  between  the  1949-54  MRB  study  and  the  1968 
re-survey,  what  percentage  of  the  lands  were  re-surveyed  in  1968, 
nor  if  the  lands  re-surveyed  were  more  or  less  likely  to  have 
been  the  same  lands  which  were  found  to  be  "unsatisfactory"  in 
the  original  survey. 

Then  the  narrative  reports  that  a  third  investigation 
occured  in  1976-77,  described  as  a  "modified  range  condition 
inventory.*   This  inventory,  notes  the  narrative,  was  not  an 
evaluation  of  "ecological  range  condition"  (a  term  which  is  not 
defined  in  the  text  or  glossary],  but  instead  a  "forage  condition 
inventory,"   The  term  "forage  condition"  is  defined  in  the 
glossary  as  "the  proportion  of  preferred,  desirable,  and 
undesirable  plant  species  present  in  a  given  location.   The 
designations  are  based  on  palatibility  or  on  the  forage 
preference  displayed  by  a  specific  livestock  or  wildlife 
species."  (p.  335)   On  the  basis  of  this  third  survey  55%  of  the 
rangelands  in  the  inventory  were  found  to  be  "unsatisfactory", 
assuming  that  "unsatisfactory"  is  consistently  defined  throughout 
the  RMP  as  lands  in  either  "poor"  or  "fair"  condition. 

In  summary,  we  have  three  reports  over  a  28  year  period 
which  show  range  conditions  as  follows: 

1949-54  MRB  survey  —  70%  unsatisfactory 

1968  re-survey  14%  unsatisfactory 

1976-77  inventory  55%  unsatisfactory 

The  problem  here  is  that  (1)  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a 
consistent  methodology  used  by  the  BLM  in  assessing  range 
condition  throughout  the  28  year  period,  and  (2)  there  does  not 
seem  to  be  a  consistent  definition  of  the  terms  used  in 
evaluating  range  condition.   If  we  are  to  take  the  results  of  the 
surveys  at  face  value  as  reported  in  the  RMP,  it  seems  that 
conditions  have  worsened  during  the  1968-1977  period,  after 
rather  spectacular  impiovements  in  the  period  1954-1968.   This 
conclusion  contradicts  the  hearsay  evidence  the  BLH  relies  upon 
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13  I  surface  disturbance  and  occupancy  restrictions  near  bald  eagle 
2  winter  roosts  (p.  48)?  Will  threatened  and  endangered  species 
\  habitat  be  protected  by  NSO  restrictions?  Will  the  public  be 
h  included  in  this  decision-making  process?  We  recommend  that  the 

1  WGFD,  FWS,  and  public  be  included  in  the  decisions  relating  to 

2  waivers  of  the  restrictions  described  on  pages  46-46,  and  that 
I  measures  be  adopted  in  the  RMP  to  protect  threatened  and 

I  endangered  species  habitat  from  mineral  exploration  and 
k  development  activities. 

14^  6.    The  "Summary  of  Environmental  Consequences"  on  page  58 

I  indicates  that  under  the  "preferred  alternative"  (Alternative  B) , 
I  20.000  acres  of  wildlife  habitat  will  be  "disturbed  or 
J  displaced...  in  the  long  term  through  habitat  destruction  by  oil 
land  gas  development,  timber  harvest,  mineral  material  disposal, 
I  ORV  use,  and  road  and  right-of-way  construction."   Is  permanent 

1  removal  of  this  amount  of  habitat  acceptable  to  the  BLM,  or  does 

2  the  BLH  assume  that  portions  or  all  of  this  habitat  will  be 
\   rehabilitated? 

ISjk  T-        Ms  prefer  "Alternative  D"  (p.  58)  as  the  best  means  of 

9  assuring  that  wildlife  needs  are  adequately  provided  for  on  BLM 
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lands  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area 

8.    A  statement  on  page  75  indicates  that  stocking  rates  are 
based  on  a  survey  conducted  between  1949  and  1954.   Also,  a 
statement  on  page  71  indicates  that  "Host  leases  issued  on  a 
seasonal  or  year-round  basis  are  issued  for  the  full-rated 
stocking  rate  of  the  public  land  as  established  by  the  1954  HRB 
survey..."   Why  is  the  BLM  still  basing  stocking  rates  on  a  30 
year  old  survey  which  predates  FLPMA's  mandate  to  provide  for 
forage  for  wildlife  as  well  as  livestock  on  public  lands. 

It  is  also  apparent  from  the  narrative  beginning  on  page  75 
that  the  only  instance  in  which  AUHs  have  been  adjusted  downward 
is  when  energy-related  activities  have  occured.   On  the  other 
hand,  stocking  rates  were  increased  when  it  became  apparent  that 
in  some  instances  permittees  were  grazing  more  livestock  than 
authorized. 


What  is  clear  from  th 
Livestock  grazing  has  domi 
within  the  Buffalo  Resourc' 
involved!  (2)  Current  stoc 
and  management  mandates;  ( 
role  in  seeing  to  it  that 
which  have  been  authorized 
collected  on  the  basi 
apparent  to  the  BLM  that  s 
BLH's  response  has  been  to 


is  narrative  is  the  following:   (1) 
nated  all  land  use  management  decisions 

Area,  unless  the  energy  industry  was 
king  rates  are  based  upon  obsolete  data 
3}  The  Bureau  has  not  taken  an  active 
permittees  honor  the  stocking  rates 

nor  apparently  have  grazing  fees  been 
actual  use;  (4)  When  it  has  become 
tocking  rates  have  been  exceeded,  the 
adjust  stocking  rates  upward. 


at  the  end  of  the  "range  condition"  narrative,  in  which  it  cites 
"personnel  communication"  with  longtime  area  residents  (livestock 
permittees?)  that  overall  trend  is  toward  Improvement.  The  BLM 
then  concludes  that  the  hearsay  evidence  seems  to  corroborate  the 
results  of  the  1968  survey,  and  thereupon  leads  the  reader  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  1968  survey,  not  the  1976-77  inventory,  is 
the  accurate  reflection  of  reality. 

We  believe  that  one  can  read  another  interpretation  into 
this  narrative.   That  is  that  the  BLM  has  decided  that  it  wants 
the  public  to  believe  that  range  conditions  are  generally 
improving  under  its  stewardship,  and  has  therefore  decided  to 
ignore  the  most  recent  evidence  to  the  contrary. 


'8|10.   The  "range  improvment  projects"  cited  on  page  80  seem  to 
k generally  benefit  livestock  grazing  and  not  wildlife  use.   Was 
J  any  thought  given  to  optimizing  conditions  for  wildlife  in  areas 
I  slated  for  these  "range  improvements"?   Are  wildlife  needs 
I  analyzed  and  taken  into  account  prior  to  authorization  of  such 
j improvements?   Is  WGFD  consulted  prior  to  the  installation  of 
■  such  improvements? 

■*8|H.   Please  describe  in  fuller  detail  the  "protective  withdrawal 
jclaesifications"  indicated  on  Table  3-13  {pp.  86).   Are  the 
J "withdrawal  classifications"  listed  in  Table  3-13  "withdrawals' 
Iwithin  the  meaning  of  FLPMA  Section  204,  or  "classifications" 
fcwithin  the  meaning  of  Section  202(d)?  why  are  the  specific  areas 
Junder  review  by  the  BLM  not  more  fully  described  in  the  draft 
JRMP?   Decisions  to  terminate  classifications  are  important  land 
I  use  planning  decisions  which  should  be  fully  incorporated  into 
kthe  development  of  any  RMP  as  required  by  Sec.  202(d)  of  FLPMA. 

20li2.   The  "Policy  and  Goals"  for  the  minerals  management  program 
I  listed  on  page  92  omit  any  reference  to  the  management  goals  set 
I  forth  in  FLPMA  Section  102(a)(8),  quoted  above.   Instead,  the 
Jpolicy  and  goals  set  forth  here  indicate  that  the  public  lands 
J  will  be  managed  with  a  'dominant  use"  theory  in  mind  — 
^extraction  of  minerals.   Statements  such  as  the  following  clearly 

vindicate  this  dominant  use  mentality:  " public  lands  will 

J  remain  open  and  available  for  mineral  exploration  and  development 
•unless  withdrawal  or  administrative  action  is  clearly  in  the 
^national  interest."   Further  evidence  of  this  philosophy  is  to  be 
I  found  in  an  analysis  of  the  consequences  on  non-commodity 
Jresources  if  the  "preferred  alternative"  (Alternative  B)  is 
Jpursued.   These  consequences  are  explicitly  set  forth  in  the 
^section  entitled  "Environmental  Consequences"  (pp.  137-190).   For 
jexample,  under  Alternative  B:  the  "cumulative  effects...  on 
Jrecreation  would  be  degradation  in  recreational  quality  due  to 


86 


Consultation  and  Public  Involvement 


14-8 


14-10 


timber,  grazing*  and  oil  and  gas  development  and  a  reduction  In 
opportunities  for  primitive  recreation."  (p.  170) i  "cumulative 
degradation  of  the  visual  resource...  would  be  expected  from  the 
development  of  oil  and  gas,  coal,  and  lands  and  realty 
resources."  (p.  178) i  the  Wyoming  ambient  air  quality  standards 
would  be  violated  (p.  138);  no  WSA  will  be  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  and  all  WSAs  will  be  available  for  oil  and 
gas  leasing  and  development  (p.  179) f  the  only  ACEC  within  the 
Buffalo  Resource  Area  would  be  revoked,  and  no  additional  ACEC's 
created  (pp.  67-8))  "The  cumulative  effects...  on  wildlife  would 
be  long-term  disturbance  of  approximately  1,000  acres  of  habitat 
per  year  on  public  lands."  (p.  162);  'Wildlife  would  be  disturbed 
or  displaced  on  approximately  20,000  acres  in  the  long  term 
through  habitat  destruction"  (p.  58);  "Big  game  forage  and  cover, 
riparian  habitat,  and  wildlife  distribution  on  approximately 
160,000  acres  in  less  than  good  condition  {"unsatisfactory"?] 
would  remain  In  less  than  desirable  condition"  (p.  181).  Future 
disposition  of  protective  land  withdrawals  and  land 
classifications  are  not  described  or  evaluated  in  the  draft  RMP. 
And  lastly,  there  is  no  mention  of  the  fact  of  the  Bureau's 
obligation  to  obtain  fair  market  value  for  certain  of  the 
minerals  produced  from  public  lands. 

21|  13.   The  "principles"  which  guide  the  BLH's  minerals  management 
2  policy  enunciated  on  page  92  state  that,  "The  RHP  will  recognize 
'that  mineral  activity  can  occur  concurrently  with  other 
I  resources..."   This  blanket  statement  should  be  limited  by 

1  realities  which  the  BLM  surely  knows  exist.   Per  exmaple,  seismic 

2  exploration  using  explosive  devices  is  not  compatible  with  elk 
\   rutting  activity.   The  minerals  management  policy  pronouncement 
I  should,  but  does  not,  recognize  that  other  resource  uses  and 

I  values  will  and  should  limit  mineral  activities,   what  guidance 
'  has  BLM  relied  upon  in  developing  these  principles? 

221  14.   On  page  92  the  narrative  notes  that  "BLM  will  maintain 

I  personnel  with  knowledge  of  mineral  exploration  and  development." 
9  Will  the  BLM  also  maintain  sufficient  personnel  to  enforce  the 
I  terms  of  lease  stipulations? 

23^  IS.   Please  explain  the  following  statement  found  on  page  92: 
J  "...many  mitigating  measures  (contained  in  federal  coal  leasee] 
\   used  in  coal  regions  where  most  of  the  surface  is  federal  do  not 
I  apply  in  this  region." 

24^  16.      Will  the  draft  Powder  River  Basin  Round  II  coal  lease  sale 
I  EIS  be  modified  to  take  account  of  the  changes  in  the  Federal 

1  Coal  Management  Program  currently  underway?   See,  for  example, 

2  the  August  30,  1984  Department  of  the  Interior  press  release 


27lj  sell  that  coal  after  taking  steps  to  assure  that  the  environment 
?  is  protected,  and  obtain  fair  market  values  for  it«  as  required 
*  by  the  Federal  Coal  Leasing  Amendments  Act. 

28ij20.   On  page  111  under  "Water  Resources"  the  statement  is  made 
J  that  "High  suspended  sediment  concentrations  are  indicative  of 
1  extensive  erosion  on  the  area."   Could  this  be  an  indication  that 
I  the  1976-77  range  Inventory  described  on  page  80  is  a  more 
I  accurate  reflection  of  range  condition  than  the  1968  range 
J  survey? 

29|21.   On  page  116  under  "Wildlife  Resources"  there  is  the 

I  following  statement:  "Little  is  known  about  the  migration  pattern 
?  (of  elkj  near  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Powder  River  and  Beaver 

1  Creek,  where  elk  numbers  have  decreased  In  recent  years."  Does 
^  the  BLM  plan  to  inventory  herd  migration  needs  before  permitting 
k  development  activities  which  might  Interfere  with  elk  migratory 

2  patterns? 


301 

I 

3  1lk23.   The  narrative  describing  mineral  potential  in  wilderness 

Jstudy  areas  on  page  103  fails  to  note  the  interest  in  oil  and  gas 
pleasing  in  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA  alluded  to  elsewhere  in 
hthe  RMP.   According  to  the  narrative  on  page  116,  "Elk  range  in 
|the  Fortification  Creek  area  is  in  good  to  excellent  condition." 
^Unfortunately,  oil  and  gas  development  takes  precedence,  and  the 
^effects  are  described  as  follows: 


22.   On  page  119  there  is  a  discussion  of  the  goals  and  policies 
of  "wildlife  habitat  management."   Though  the  priorities  as 
stated  seem  fine,  it  la  unclear  to  us  what  specific  programs  or 
projects  the  BLM  has  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  to  protect 
these  values.   Are  there  extant  Habitat  Management  Plans  in  the 
resource  area?   If  so,  where?  What  species  are  they  designed  to 
protect?  Ace  they  being  implemented?   If  so,  how  successful  have 
they  been?   If  not  why  not?  What  steps  need  to  be  taken  to 
assure  their  implementation?  Are  sufficient  inventories  of 
wildlife  species  and  habitat  needs  extant  in  the  resource  area? 
If  not,  why  not?  Are  plans  underway  to  gather  data  which  is 
needed  in  order  to  make  appropriate  wildlife  habitat  management 
decisions?   Have  other  management  designations  been  considered 
besides  HMPs  foe  the  protection  and  management  of  wildlife 
species,  such  as  ACECs,  AMPs,  or  withdrawals?  Obviously,  the 
Bureau  has  rejected  wilderness  as  an  option,  despite  the  fact 
that  serious  adverse  impacts  on  elk  in  the  Fortification  Creek 
WSA  will  result  from  "release"  of  that  area  for  oil  and  gas 
development,  as  noted  by  the  Bureau  on  page  182. 


A  recommendation  not  to  designate  the  three  wSAs 
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24^  entitled  "Interior  to  Prepare  EIS  on  Revised  Coal  Program.*  Hill 
la  revised  draft  Powder  River  Basin  II  coal  EIS  incorporating 
k  these  revisions  be  availabe  for  public  review  and  comment  prior 
"  to  issuance  of  the  final  EIS? 


5117. 
I  by  the  Regional  Coal  Team  3  billion  tons  or  3.5  billion  tons? 
"  Statements 


! 
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Is  the  combined  total  tonnage  in  the  eleven  tracts  selected 
1  Coal  Team  3  billion  tons 
page  98  use  both  figures. 

16.   The  discussion  regarding  the  reasons  for  why  the  coal 
industry  "cannot  afford  to  lease  billions  of  tons  of  coal 
reserves  with  no  thought  for  producing  that  coal"  is  based  on  the 
assumption  that  the  coal  industry  will  be  unable  to  weaken  the 
diligent  development  requirements  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act,  and 
that  the  Interior  Department  will  neither  administratively  weaken 
diligent  development  regulations  for  the  benefit  of  the  coal 
industry,  nor  assist  the  coal  industry  in  its  attempts  to  weaken 
the  diligent  development  provisions  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act. 
Recent  history  contradicts  this  view.   In  1982  the  BLM  severely 
weakened  the  diligent  development  rules  which  applied  to  pre-1976 
coal  leases.   Also,  the  coal  industry  has  actively  sought  to 
repeal  Section  3  of  the  Federal  Coal  Leasing  Amendments  Act  which 
prohibits  any  coal  company  in  violation  of  diligent  development 
requirements  from  obtaining  future  federal  mineral  leases.   The 
Interior  Deparmtent  is  on  record  in  support  of  this  repeal.   And 
finally,  to  our  knowledge,  we  are  aware  of  only  one  instance  in 
the  entire  history  of  federal  coal  leasing  where  the  Department 
has  acted  to  revoke  a  lease  for  failure  to  meet  diligent 
development  requirements.   Based  on  the  experiences  of  the  recent 
past  and  the  coal  industry's  announced  intentions  for  the  future, 
we  do  not  share  the  BLM's  confidence  in  the  coal  industry's 
disinterest  in  acquiring  large  coal  reserve  inventories  in  excess 
of  production  needs. 

19.   The  use  of  the  term  "demand"  in  the  context  of  coal  leasing 
is  open  to  more  than  one  interpretation.   Unfortunately,  it  is 
not  defined  in  the  draft  RMP.   However,  it  appears  from  the 
context  of  the  discussion  of  "demand"  on  page  96  that  the  concept 
of  'demand  for  coal  reserves"  is  the  one  being  used.   Instead, 
NWF  maintains  the  position  that  the  use  of  the  term  "demand" 
should  refer  to  the  "demand  for  coal  production"  from  coal 
consumers,  and  that  determinations  about  the  need  for  any  federal 
coal  leasing  should  be  based  on  an  assessment  of  consumer  demand, 
not  a  "demand"  based  upon  the  coal  industry's  wishes  to  acquire 
and  control  large  inventories  of  the  public's  coal  reserves.   It 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  BLM  to  be  stewards  of  the  public's 
coal  until  the  time  when  there  is  a  need  for  production  of  coal 
from  federal  reserves.   Then  the  Bureau's  responsibility  is  to 


i 


as  wilderness...  would  affect  big  game  habitat  in  the 
Fortification  Creek  WSA  because  oil  and  gas  exploration 
would  have  a  high  probability  of  occuring.   Present 
wildlife  protective  stipulations  applied 
to  adjacent  crucial  elk  wintering  and  calving  areas 
and  mule  deer  yearlong  habitat  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  prevent  habitat  and  population  losses  through 
displacement,  increased  physiological  stress  during 
crucial  periods,  and  loss  of  animals  from  poaching, 
vehicle  traffic,  and  improved  hunter  access. 
Mitigative  measures  and  protective  seasonal  restrictions 
would  reduce  the  probability  of  such  actions; 
however,  the  present  'no  surface  occupancy'  areas 
outside  the  WSA  would  be  surrounded  by  oil  and  gas 
development,  roads,  and  vehicle  traffic  after  removal 
of  the  present  leasing  restrictions  in  the  WSAs.  (p.  182) 

An  examination  of  the  Fortification  Creek  oil  and  gas 
development  map  on  page  300  in  Appendix  7  indicates  a  maginitude 
of  development  which  quite  obviously  will  result  in  the 
elimination  of  the  Fortification  Creek  area  as  viable  elk  range: 
Over  150  drill  locations  connected  by  a  web  of  roads  is  projected 
for  the  area. 


astrous  prospects,  we  have  the  following 
maintaining  a  viable  elk  population  in  the 
area.   First,  maintaining  the  area  in  its 
developed  state  is  probably  the  best  means  of 
ance  of  a  healthy  elk  habitat.   We  therefore 

classification  for  the  area.   Secondly,  if 
gnated  as  wilderness,  we  recommend  an  ACEC 
area  with  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations 
leases.   In  addition,  the  existing 
ing  to  oil  and  gas  leases  outside  the  WSA 
n  order  to  make  them  sufficient  to  prevent 

to  on  page  162  (quoted  above)  from  occuring. 


Given  these  dis 
recommendations  for 
Fortification  Creek 
current  roadless,  ui 
assuring  the  mainten 
recommend  wilderness 
the  area  is  not  desi 
designation  for  the 
for  all  oil  and  gas 
stipulations  pertain 
should  be  modified  i 
the  problems  alluded 

Unfortunately,  the  present  lease  stipulations  proposed  for 
leases  In  the  Fortification  Creek  area  as  described  on  page  298 
of  Appendix  7  are  not  sufficient  to  assure  protection  of  elk  and 
elk  habitat  should  oil  and  gas  activities  take  place.  ESiL 
*»ampl».  although  there  is  a  vague  requirement  that  dry  hole  oc 
abandoned  well  "rehabilitation"  take  place,  there  is  no  similar 
requirement  for  roads.   Nor  are  there  apparent  revegetation 
requirements  which  must  be  met  by  the  lessee.   Does  the  Bureau 
have  revegetation  criteria  for  reclaiming  and  revegetating  areas 
disturbed  by  oil  and  gas  activities?  Does  the  Bureau  require 
performance  bonds  sufficient  to  cover  the  costs  of  reclamation 
work?   If  not,  what  adminlstcatlve  mechanisms  exist  to  assure 
that  revegetation  will  be  successful? 
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3  1^      Another  mechanism  which  could  be  used  by  the  Bureau  to 
I  minimize  disturbance  to  elk  and  elk  habitat  should  the 
I  Fortification  Creek  area  be  opened  to  oil  and  gas  development 
J  would  be  to  develop  "threshold"  development  levels  In  order  to 
\   limit  the  magnitude  and  extent  of  oil  and  gas  activities  that  can 
I  occur  at  any  given  time  or  location  in  the  Fortification  Creek 
I  area.   Has  such  a  threshold  development  plan  been  given 
J  consideration  in  the  "Fortification  Creek  oil  and  gas  plan" 

1  briefly  alluded  to  on  page  293  of  Appendix  77 

322  24.  Why  has  the  development  of  the  "Fortification  Creek  oil  and 

2  gas  plan"  not  been  prepared  in  conjunction  with  this  RHP?  It 
^appears  that  all  decisions  with  respect  to  the  future  management 
I  of  the  Fortification  Creek  area  have  been  decided  prior  to  the 

I  wilderness  review  required  by  Sec.  603  of  FLPHA  and  prior  to  the 
"development  of  this  RMP. 

In  conclusion,  ordinarily  we  might  recommend  the  adoption  of 
Alternative  D  {"environmental  protection"),  given  the  magnitude 
of  energy  development  advocated  in  the  "preferred  alternative.' 
However,  since  the  level  of  oil,  gas,  and  coal  development  in 
Alternative  D  will  be  virtually  Identical  to  that  of  the 
"preferred  alternative"  (with  the  one  important  exception  that 
there  would  be  no  surface  disturbance  of  the  Fortification  Creek 
area  for  oil  and  gas  activities),  there  is  almost  no  point  in 
doing  so.   We  are  disappointed  that  the  BLH  has  produced  a 
document  that  is  so  unbalanced  and  biased  in  favor  of  resource 
extraction  activities  that  there  is  no  significant  difference 
between  the  "preferred  alternative",  relying  heavily  as  it  does 
on  resource  extraction  programs,  and  the  "environmental 
protection"  alternative,   we  hope  that  the  next  version  of  the 
Buffalo  RHP  will  be  more  balanced  than  this  draft. 
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David  Alberswerth 
Resource  Specialist 


Responses  to  Letter  14 

1.  See  response  5  to  letter  9  and  responses  1  and  4  to  letter 

13. 

2.  We  do   not  agree  that  the  second   draft  RMP/EIS   is 

unbalanced.  Multiple  use  is  dominant.  Please  note  that 
essentially  all  decisions  pertain  to  protection  of  specific 
resource  values  that  have  priority  over  "commodity 
extraction  and  development  activities." 

Designation  of  new  ACECs  was  considered  during 
planning,  but  no  areas  were  identified  that  required 
immediate  protection  by  designation,  and  no  such  areas 
have  been  specified  by  other  agencies  or  by  the  public. 
Also  see  response  5  to  letter  9. 

3.  The  RI^P/EIS  is  only  the  first  step  in  planning  for  land 

exchanges.  The  next  step,  which  is  more  important  to 
the  public,  involves  site-specific  environmental 
assessments  and  legal  notices  inviting  the  public  to 
comment.  It  also  involves  local  and  state  governments. 
The  tracts  identified  for  potential  sale  or  exchange  are 
shown  on  map  7A.  Most  are  small,  isolated,  and  without 
public  access.  Total  acreage  figures  are  listed  on  page 
59  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  and  are  mentioned  in 
the  "Lands  and  Realty  Management"  section  of  chapter 
2  in  this  document  under  decision  LR-4. 

We  do  not  know  of  any  evidence  that  the  public  could 
not  participate  or  has  not  participated  intelligently  in  the 
planning  process.  If  data  are  lacking,  as  in  your  land 
disposal  example,  further  public  involvement  will  be 
sought.  The  lands  will  be  thoroughly  inventoried  and 
analyzed,  and  that  information  will  be  made  available  to 
the  public  for  review  and  comment  before  any  disposal 
action  is  carried  out.  The  purpose  of  the  RMP/EIS  decision 
is  to  identify  the  lands  available  for  further  consideration 
for  disposal. 


4.  As  mentioned  in  the  response  to  comment  2  of  this  letter, 

designation  of  new  ACECs  was  considered,  but  no  areas 
needing  this  type  of  protection  were  identified.  ACECs 
are  designated  so  that  priority  attention  will  be  given  to 
their  protection.  We  believe  the  Red  Wall  is  fully  protected 
so  that  its  scenic  and  historic  values  will  be  preserved 
through  stipulations  that  would  be  placed  on  any 
development  activity. 

5.  Grazing  management  and  wilderness  are  both  in  the  general 

objectives  listed  on  page  6  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS. 
The  term  "allowable  resource  use"  has  a  general  meaning; 
it  refers  not  only  to  commodity  type  resources  but  also 
to  noncommodity  resources  such  as  scenic  values, 
archeological  values,  water  resources,  and  wildlife  habitat. 
It  must  be  remembered  that  these  objectives  are  general. 
An  issue  could  be  related  to  any  of  the  noncommodity 
resources  listed  in  section  102(a)(8)  of  FLPMA.  To  be 
addressed  in  this  RMP/EIS  as  an  issue,  a  matter  had  to 
be  of  concern  to  the  public,  to  another  agency,  or  to 
BLM  management.  Issues  listed  on  pages  8  through  12 
of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  cover  a  variety  of  topics. 

We  do  not  agree  that  the  alternatives  favor  mineral 
extraction.  On  the  contrary,  the  decisions  direct  protection 
of  valuable  resources  and  provide  means  to  establish 
mitigation  of  impacts  so  that  multiple  use  can  occur  in 
accordance  with  section  102(a)(8)  of  FLPMA. 

6.  The  title  given  the  maximum  forage  production  alternative 

was  perhaps  misleading.  This  grazing  management 
alternative  probably  should  have  been  titled  "Maximum 
Livestock  Forage  Production  on  "I"  Allotments."  The 
management  objective  of  this  alternative  was  to  bring  the 
allotments  to  excellent  ecological  range  condition  as 
defined  by  the  applicable  SCS  range  site  guides.  These 
guides  show  the  recommended  stocking  rate  on 
rangelands  in  climax  (excellent)  ecological  condition  to 
be  higher  than  the  recommended  rates  for  rangeland  in 
good  or  less  than  good  condition.  This  alternative  would 
have  allowed  livestock  to  use  all  the  increases  in  forage 
production  that  occur  as  the  rangeland  approaches 
climax  condition. 

7.  The  BLM's  grazing   management  policy  recognizes  the 

evaluation  of  ecological  range  condition  as  the  basis  for 
evaluation  of  range  health.  We  agree  that  a  variety  of 
grazing  management  strategies,  such  as  adjustment  of 
seasons  of  use  and  livestock  numbers,  application  of 
grazing  systems,  and  changes  in  livestock  class  (kind), 
could  be  applied  to  achieve  resource  management 
objectives  on  an  allotment.  Our  grazing  management 
alternative  provides  for  application  of  any  of  these  options, 
and  others,  through  development  of  site-specific 
(allotment-specific)  AMPs. 

8.  We  do  not  agree  that  the  document  does  not  provide  enough 

data  for  the  reader  to  understand  the  resource  conditions 
and  opportunities  that  exist  on  the  public  lands  in  the 
Buffalo  Resource  Area.  We  did  not  try  to  present  site- 
specific  proposals  to  address  resource  problems  on 
individual  allotments.  These  allotment-specific  actions 
will  be  addressed  in  AMPs  or  CMAs.  The  document  does 
summarize  the  available  information  on  rangelands  and 
grazing  leases  in  the  resource  area,  and  it  defines  the 
resource  area's  proposed  approach  to  grazing 
management. 

9.  The  description  of  resource  conditions  on  "M"  allotments 

in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  was  based  on  evaluation 
of  several  factors,  including  wildlife  habitat  and  population 
levels,  apparent  range  condition,  watershed  condition, 
and  apparent  trend  in  range  condition.  Table  3-8  on  page 
79  is  a  summary  of  data  collected  on  the  1968  MRB 
resurvey.  The  heading  "Percentage  of  Plant  Cover"  on 
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this  table  is  incorrect.  The  1968  resurvey  was  an  evaluation 
of  ecological  range  condition.  We  have  indicated  in  the 
additions  and  corrections  to  chapter  3  that  the  heading 
should  have  been  "Percentage  of  Potential  Plant 
Composition"  and  that  a  footnote  should  be  added.  Good 
range  condition  as  determined  in  this  survey  would 
represent  a  plant  community  consisting  of  50  to  75%  of 
the  species  composition  of  the  potential  (climax) 
community  at  a  given  site.  Also  see  response  2  to  letter 
9. 

10.  Table  2-2  on  page  37  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  (also 

included  in  chapter  2  of  this  final  document)  displays 
application  of  the  resource  area's  allotment  categorization 
criteria  on  the  "I"  allotments.  The  specific  management 
techniques  to  be  employed  on  the  "I"  allotments  will  be 
identified  in  the  AMPs  to  be  developed  after  the  final  EIS 
is  approved. 

Map  5  shows  all  the  grazing  allotments  in  the  resource 
area,  and  table  2-2  lists  all  the  "I"  allotments.  Generally, 
the  "I"  allotments  are  those  that  contain  the  highest 
percentage  of  federal  range.  These  allotments  are  for  the 
most  part  concentrated  in  the  Powder  River  Breaks  area 
and  in  the  southern  Big  Horn  Mountains  area  in  southwest 
Johnson  County. 

11.  No  increases  in  livestock  use  will  be  authorized  on  the 

"I"  allotments  before  an  allotment  meets  the  resource 
management  objectives,  including  attainment  of  a  rating 
of  good  condition,  or  better.  Even  after  the  range  condition 
objective  is  met  on  an  individual  allotment,  no  increase 
in  livestock  use  will  be  authorized  until  the  forage  demand 
of  big  game  animals  has  been  met  (see  proposed  decision 
GM-3  on  page  36  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  and  in 
chapter  2  of  this  document). 

12.  We  do  plan  to  conduct  a  site-specific  analysis  on  lands 

targeted  for  disposal  to  determine  occurrence  of 
important  resource  values,  including  wildlife.  These 
findings,  which  will  be  available  to  the  WGFD,  will 
guarantee  the  protection  of  wildlife  and  recreation  values 
in  accordance  with  82  IBLA  303. 

13.  When  an  application  is  received  or  a  proposal  made  within 

the  acres  covered  by  the  decisions  described  on  pages 
46  through  48,  the  resource  area  biologist  will  complete 
an  analysis.  If  that  analysis  indicates  that  there  would 
be  no  significant  effect,  then  the  decision  may  be  waived. 
Whenever  there  is  significant  adverse  effect,  or,  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species,  if  the  "no  effect"  is 
not  obvious,  then  the  BLM  will  consult  with  the  WGFD 
ortheUSFWS,  orboth. 

Consultation  does  not  occur  on  every  application  or 
proposal  because  (a)  the  BLM's  major  sources  of 
information  on  wildlife  are  the  WGFD  and  the  USFWS, 
and  close  coordination  is  maintained  with  these  agencies; 
(b)  mitigation  (such  as  screening  or  moving  of  road 
alignments)  usually  results  from  field  reviews  with  the 
applicant;  and  (c)  the  number  of  applications  and 
proposals  received  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  each  year 
is  so  large  that  an  individual  from  another  agency  would 
need  to  work  almost  fulltime  with  this  resource  area  to 
carry  out  consultation  on  all  of  them. 

14.  Essentially  all  the  20,000  acres  disturbed  annually  will 

return  to  wildlife  habitat  over  time.  It  is  not  possible  to 
assess  the  degree  of  "productive"  habitat  reclamation  that 
will  take  place  on  acreage  disturbed  over  a  period  of  more 
than  ten  years.  The  actual  time  it  will  take  depends  on 
the  nature  of  the  action  and  the  habitat  being  restored. 
(For  example,  disturbance  from  mining  lasts  longer  than 
disturbance  from  fence  construction;  habitat  for  big  game 
takes  longer  to  be  restored  than  habitat  for  upland  small 


game.)  After  analyzing  the  different  types  of  proposals, 
the  habitats  involved,  and  the  stipulations  and  mitigating 
measures  the  BLM  can  take  in  approving  applications, 
we  do  not  foresee  any  significant  effect  on  wildlife  habitat 
or  numbers. 

Approximately  60%  of  the  disturbed  acreage  is  reclaimed 
each  year.  Long-term  actions  such  as  mining  take  ten 
or  more  years.  As  identified  in  the  footnote  on  page  59 
and  in  the  second  paragraph  of  page  137,  for  the  purpose 
of  this  RMP/EIS,  short-term  effects  are  those  lasting  ten 
years  or  less;  long-term  effects  are  those  that  would  last 
longer  than  ten  years.  Surface  reclamation  is  to  begin 
immediately  after  termination  of  any  surface-disturbing 
activity. 

15.  Your  preference  for  Alternative  D  has  been  noted.  Thank 

you  for  commenting. 

16.  The  recommended  stocking  rates  provided  by  the  1949- 

1954  MRB  survey  are  generally  very  conservative  in 
comparison  to  the  suggested  stocking  rates  provided  by 
the  SCS  range  site  guides.  Our  experience  has  shown 
that  livestock  grazing  use  authorized  under  the  old  MRB 
survey,  even  at  the  full-rated  stocking  rate,  will  allow  for 
more  than  enough  forage  and  vegetation  cover  to  meet 
wildlife  habitat  and  forage  needs. 

The  adjustment  of  livestock  grazing  use,  whether  an 
increase  in  use  or  a  decrease,  must  be  supported  by 
resource  monitoring  studies  as  well  as  rangeland  inventory 
data.  We  do  not  known  of  any  instances  of  stocking  rates 
being  increased  just  because  the  permittees  were  grazing 
more  livestock  than  authorized— in  effect,  trespassing. 
Downward  adjustments  can  be  made  when  energy-related 
activity  or  any  other  project  temporarily  makes  an  area 
unavailable  for  livestock  use.  The  grazing  permittee  pays 
only  for  the  use  that  is  authorized  and  available. 

The  BLM  has  taken  an  active  role  in  managing  the  public 
land  resources  for  multiple  use,  especially  since  the 
passage  of  FLPMA.  Grazing  may  have  dominated  in  the 
past,  but  it  is  one  of  several  uses  of  the  public  land  that 
the  BLM  manages.  Management  continues  to  see  that 
permittees  honor  the  stocking  rate.  If  overuse  occurs,  the 

reaction  is  not  an  upward  adjustment  of  stocking  rates; 

rather,  it  is  often  the  issuance  of  a  trespass  notice. 

17.  Methodologies  do  change  with  increased  research  and 

experience,  and  we  can  hope  for  further  improvements 
over  the  next  28  years  as  well.  The  additions  and 
corrections  to  chapter  3,  under  listings  for  pages  79  and 
81  (tables  3-8  and  3-9)  contain  a  brief  note  on  how 
ecological  range  condition  is  determined. 

The  BLM's  intent  in  providing  data  on  the  results  of  the 
various  surveys  was  to  give  enough  information  so  that 
the  reader  could  make  an  informed  evaluation  of  the 
management  alternatives  presented  in  the  document.  Also 
see  response  2  to  letter  9  and  response  3  to  letter  13. 

18.  The  wording  of  the  first  paragraph  following  the  heading 

"Range  Improvement  Projects"  on  page  80  is  unclear.  We 
have  included  a  change  in  the  additions  and  correction 
to  chapter  3  to  indicate  that  the  projects  listed  are  those 
already  existing  on  public  land  in  the  resource  area. 
Proposed  range  projects  are  listed  in  the  paragraph  that 
follows  the  one  just  described.  Also  see  response  15  to 
letter  9. 

It  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  to  have  WGFD  review  proposed  range 
improvement  projects.  When  wildlife  conflicts  are 
identified,  resource  area  personnel  work  with  the  WGFD 
to  solve  them.  The  resource  area  wildlife  biologist  is  . 
involved  in  the  early  phases  of  range  improvement  project 
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development  and  makes  recommendations  and  changes 
in  project  design,  location,  and  type  to  ensure  that  the 
wildlife  resource  is  not  compromised. 

19.  The  "protective  withdraw/al  classifications"  indicated  on 

table  3-13  are  withdrawals  within  the  meaning  of  section 
204  of  FLPMA  and  the  definition  of  withdrawals  in  that 
act.  Land  use  classifications,  including  withdrawals,  are 
covered  in  section  202(d)  of  FLPMA.  Most  of  the 
withdrawals  listed  are  other  agencies'  withdrawals  and 
are  administered  by  the  Forest  Service  or  other  agencies. 
Under  FLPMA,  section  204(L)(1),  all  withdrawals  are  to 
be  reviewed  by  1991.  The  recommendations  made  after 
review  will  be  open  to  public  scrutiny  through  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register,  and  there  will  be  a  comment  period. 
All  comments  will  then  be  analyzed  before  the  final 
decision  is  made.  Final  decisions  also  will  be  published 
in  the  Federal  Register. 

20.  The  goals  discussed  on  page  92  are  only  for  the  minerals 

management  program  on  the  public  lands  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area.  There  is  no  "dominant  use"  theory.  Please 
note  that  the  decisions  of  the  proposed  plan  are  directed 
toward  multiple  use  of  resources  and  not  toward  exclusive 
or  dominant  uses.  All  minerals  are  sold  at  fair  market 
value  in  accordance  with  FLPMA  and  applicable 
regulations.  No  RMP  decision  can  alter  that.  Also  see 
response  5  to  letter  9. 

21.  We  believe  it  is  evident  throughout  the  second  draft 

document  that  resource  values  other  than  mineral 
development  have  been  recognized  and  that  the 
necessary  restrictions  or  decisions  have  been  applied  (see 
pages  147  and  175).  In  addition,  the  "Policy  and  Goals" 
section  on  page  92  says  that  "provisions  must  be  made 
for  economically  and  environmentally  sound  extraction, 
and  for  reclamation"  (emphasis  added).  The  principles 
behind  the  policy  and  goals  of  the  minerals  management 
program  are  derived  from  legislation  and  the  concept  of 
multiple  use.  These  principles  are  applied  site-specifically 
on  all  minerals  actions  upon  receipt  of  applications. 

22.  The  BLM  recognizes  that  enforcement  of  lease  stipulations 

is  an  important  element  of  the  minerals  management 
program.  When  development  is  permitted,  sufficient 
personnel  will  be  maintained  to  ensure  mitigation  of 
potential  impacts.  Also  see  the  section  on  "Management 
of  Oil  and  Gas"  on  pages  102  and  103  of  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS. 

23.  Most  of  the  lands  in  the  Powder  River  Coal  Region  are 

split  estate  lands  (private  surface  over  federal  minerals). 
The  mitigative  measures  defined  for  lands  where  federal 
surface  overlies  federal  minerals  may  not  be  applicable 
to  split  estate  lands.  The  BLM  can  require  mitigation 
relative  to  resources  where  there  is  legal  authority  to  do 
so;  for  example,  for  threatened  and  endangered  species 
and  cultural  resources.  We  assume  that  other  surface 
mitigation  on  split  estate  lands  will  be  evaluated  in 
compliance  with  existing  laws.  Mitigation  on  private 
surface  is  generally  defined  by  the  Wyoming  DEQ,  the 
Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement, 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  (OSM),  the  lessee,  and 
occasionally  the  surface  owner. 

24.  If  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  decides  to  initiate  a  second 

coal  lease  sale  in  the  Powder  River  Region,  it  is  anticipated 
that  a  new  draft  EIS  may  be  prepared  for  the  round  II 
coal  lease  sale.  The  new  draft  would  be  circulated  for 
public  comment. 

25.  The  figure  in  the  last  line  of  column  1,  paragraph  6  on 

page  98  should  be  3.5  billion  tons.  A  change  has  been 
entered  in  the  additions  and  corrections  to  chapter  3. 


The  amount  is  correctly  stated  in  paragraph  4  of  the  same 
page. 

26.  Although  the  "diligent  development"  requirement  is  not 

an  item  that  should  be  addressed  in  an  RMP/EIS,  we 
assume  that  the  requirement  in  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act 
and  the  Federal  Coal  Leasing  Amendment  Act  would  be 
complied  with  and  enforced  where  necessary.  We 
recognize  that  the  "diligence  requirement"  could  be 
changed  at  the  congressional  level. 

27.  The   BLM   has  consistently   maintained  that  consumer 

demand  will  dictate  the  demand  for  coal  production.  We 
do  not  believe  that  there  is  a  separate  "industry  demand," 
as  you  suggest;  rather;  the  two  are  intrinsically  tied 
together.  We  do  not  accept  the  idea  that  the  industry 
will  continue  to  buy  coal  so  long  as  the  BLM  offers  It 
for  competitive  sale.  Even  if  the  BLM  offers  it,  coal 
companies  cannot  afford  to  acquire  large  inventories  of 
the  public  coal  resources  unless  their  market  projections 
indicate  that  they  can  sell  the  coal. 

The  "due  diligence"  provision  requires  that  anyone  who 
holds  a  coal  lease  must  develop  it  within  ten  years  from 
the  date  of  issuance  or  readjustment.  If  development  is 
not  begun  within  that  time,  the  lessee  must  pay  an  annual 
royalty  on  the  value  of  the  coal  reserves  or  relinquish  the 
lease.  The  reason  for  enactment  of  this  legislation  was 
to  ensure  that  coal  leases  would  be  developed  or  that 
the  public  land  would  receive  royalties  from  idle  leases. 

28.  The  statement  about  suspended  sediment  cannot  be  used 

to  compare  the  accuracy  of  the  two  range  survey  types. 
The  comment  on  sediment  specifically  referred  to  the 
Powder  River  Breaks  area.  The  two  range  survey  types 
are  evaluated  on  two  totally  different  sets  of  criteria.  The 
range  condition  index  is  an  ecological  rating,  whereas 
the  1976  and  1977  survey  is  a  forage  condition  inventory. 
A  watershed  condition  index  is  not  present. 

29.  The  BLM  and  WGFD  are  proposing  a  two  to  three  year 

cooperative  study  of  elk  migration  and  seasonal 
distribution  in  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Powder  River  and 
Beaver  Creek  area.  Until  such  information  is  obtained, 
development  activities  are  restricted  by  decisions 
included  in  the  Middle  Fork  recreation  and  habitat 
management  plans. 

30.  The  Middle  Fork  of  the  Powder  River  Habitat  Management 

Plan  has  been  completed.  A  schedule  of  proposed  HMPs 
is  shown  on  page  48  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS,  in 
the  section  on  decision  WHM-6. 

The  Middle  Fork  HMP  was  developed  primarily  to  protect 
and  improve  crucial  elk  winter  and  yearlong  mule  deer 
habitat;  however,  other  important  resource  values  such 
as  fisheries,  riparian  habitat,  and  small  game  and  nongame 
wildlife  also  were  considered.  Most  objectives  for  the  HMP 
have  been  met,  but  some  unknowns  such  as  elk  migration 
and  the  effect  of  recreation  use  on  wildlife  are  being 
studied,  and  planned  actions  will  be  taken  to  protect  these 
resources. 

Inventories  of  wildlife  species  and  habitat  are  conducted 
yearly  in  the  resource  area.  Although  it  is  not  complete, 
our  wildlife  data  base  has  been  improved  significantly  in 
the  past  five  years,  enabling  us  to  take  necessary  actions 
to  ensure  habitat  and  species  protection. 

AMPs  are  planned  for  high  priority  "I"  grazing  allotments 
in  the  near  future.  The  habitat  needs  of  wildlife  will  be 
fully  considered  in  each  AMP.  ACEC  designations  were 
considered;  however,  the  BLM  has  decided  that  such 
designations  would  not  provide  better  protection  than 
existing  policy  and  legislation. 
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In  response  to  several  public  comments  similar  to  yours, 
a  "conflict  resolution"  alternative  will  be  analyzed  in  detail 
for  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA  in  the  preliminary  final 
EIS  on  wilderness.  This  alternative  is  designed  to  allow 
oil  and  gas  development  while  protecting  natural  values 
by  prohibiting  surface  occupancy. 

31.  The  magnitude  of  development  shown  on  the  Fortification 
Creek  Oil  and  Gas  map  is  unlikely  to  occur.  When  the 
second  draft  RMP/EIS  was  written,  no  projection  of 
possible  development  was  made.  However,  since  that  time 
two  "scenarios"  have  been  developed  for  the  preliminary 
final  wilderness  EIS.  The  first,  and  most  probable 
development,  would  be  a  total  of  10  to  20  exploratory 
wells  with  2  to  9  becoming  producers.  A  "maximum 
development"  (worst  case)  scenario  projects  development 
of  37  to  45  exploratory  wells  with  37  producers.  These 
projections  were  based  on  geology  and  production  in 
the  neighboring  areas.  Exactly  where  wells  would  be 
located  is  impossible  to  determine  in  advance.  The  map 
included  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  on  page  300  was 
intended  only  to  show  suitable  locations  for  pads  and 
access  roads.  That  map  has  been  changed  in  the 
preliminary  final  EIS.  It  now  shows  48  potential  oil  and 
gas  development  sites.  The  map  title  also  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  this. 

Your  preference  for  wilderness  designation  for  the 
Fortification  Creek  WSA  has  been  noted. 

We  believe  the  oil  and  gas  development  stipulations  are 
sufficient  to  provide  protection  while  still  allowing 
development.  All  oil  and  gas  surface-disturbing  activities 
are  permitted  on  the  condition  that  they  be  successfully 
reclaimed  and  revegetated.  Lessees  are  required  to 
establish  vegetation  so  that  surface  erosion  is  controlled. 
Site-specific  criteria  for  revegetation  are  established  by 
BLM  surface  resource  specialists.  All  operators  are 
required  to  submit  an  operating  bond  before  development. 
Release  of  bonding  liability  is  based  on  successful 
reclamation  and  revegetation  of  permitted  wells,  pipelines, 
access  roads,  and  other  surface  disturbance. 

We  believe  that  an  ACEC  is  not  warranted  for  the 
Fortification  Creek  WSA.  Stipulations  in  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  adequately  protect  the  area 
from  unnecessary  resource  damage.  However,  in  response 
to  public  concern  about  protection  of  the  area,  a  new 
alternative  for  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA  has  been 
developed  and  analyzed  in  the  preliminary  final  EIS  for 
wilderness.  Also  see  the  response  to  comment  30  of  this 
letter,  and  the  addenda  appendix  7  in  this  final  document. 

In  essence,  a  "threshold  development"  plan  has  been 
developed.  Elk  and  other  resources  are  protected  by 
restrictions  established  in  this  document  and  in  the 
Fortification  Creek  oil  and  gas  plan  (USDI,  BLM  19821). 

32.  The  Fortification  Creek  oil  and  gas  plan  is  a  site-specific 

activity  plan  prepared  to  guide  development  of  the  oil 
and  gas  resource  in  an  environmentally  sensitive  area. 
It  was  included  in  the  reference  list  of  the  second  draft 
RMP/EIS  as  USDI,  BLM  19821.  The  geographic  area 
covered  by  the  Fortification  Creek  plan  (97,834  acres) 
extends  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  Fortification  Creek 
WSA  (12,419  acres).  The  mitigating  measures  listed  in 
the  Fortification  Creek  plan  were  incorporated  as  part 
of  the  "no  action"  Alternative  A  in  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  During  the  early  stages  of  preparation  of  this  RMP/ 
EIS,  BLM  personnel  reviewed  the  Fortification  Creek  plan 
thoroughly  to  be  sure  it  was  up  to  date.  As  a  result  of 
this  review  and  other  work,  the  mitigating  measures 
(restrictions)  within  the  WSA  were  further  refined,  as 
shown  on  the  WSA  maps. 

33.  Your  comments  have  been  noted.  See  response  5  to  letter 

9. 
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STATE  OF   WYOMING 

OFFICE    OF    THE    GOVRRNOH 
CHKYKNNC  •2002 

November  21,  1984 


Mr.  Glenn  Bessinger 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  WY  82834 


Dear  Mr.  Bes 


nger : 


The  second  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  has 
been  circulated  for  state  agency  review.  Copies  of  agency  comments 
are  enclosed  for  your  consideration  and  use.  These  comments,  as 
well  as  the  agency  comments  submitted  in  August  1983  on  the  first 
draft,  should  be  appropriately  incorporated  and  reflected  in  the 
final  management  plan. 

You  will  note  that  the  Wyoming  Recreation  Commission  and 
the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  are  concerned  with  some  of 
the  management  directions  proposed  under  the  preferred  alternative. 
The  potential  to  address  these  concerns  through  more  intensive 
management  and  monitoring,  redirection  of  funding,  and  innovative 
state/federal  cooperative  efforts  should  be  thoroughly  investigated. 
Such  actions  should  also  improve  the  consistency  of  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Management  Plan  with  the  plans,  policies  and  programs  of 
state  agencies  as  mandated  by  statute  and  regulations. 

•|  The   preferred   alternative   recommends   non-wilderness 

^designation  for  the  three  wilderness  study  areas  in  the  Buffalo 
I  Resource  Area.  As  I  stated  in  August  1983,  these  recommendations 
■appear  to  realistically  reflect  the  management  difficulties  posed  by 

1  the   units'  irregular  boundaries  and  land   ownership   patterns.   The 

2  non-wilderness  recommendations  should  also  prevent  any  adverse 
I  impacts  to  state  land  inholdings  and  adjacent  state  lands.  I 
I  concur  with  these  non-wi Iderness  recommendations  and  suggest  that 
kthe  Bureau  utilize  existing  authorities  and  special  management 
Jpractices  to  protect  the  significant  natural  values  in  these  areas. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 
this  plan.   Please  keep  me  informed  of  the  progress  in  this  effort. 


EHipcl 

Enclosure 

cc:   Mr.  Hillary  Oden 


'    OF  WYOMING 


ED  HEHSCHUR 


a^uiiic  9^€%nic€   wofntnh^icn 


HERSCHien  BUILDING 


'  tc)if 


122  W   26TH  STREET 


CHEYENNE,  WYOMING  t30O2 


JOHN  R    SMYTH 

C  E      NED" JOHNSON 


FRANK  t    RAUCHFUSS 

DIRECTOR.  UTIUTIES  DEPAftTMEKT 
JON  F   JACQUOT 

CHIEF  ENGINEER 
WtLLIAM  M    RODNEY 

WILLIAM  t   JOHNSON 


ALEX  J    ELIDPULOS 

ADMIN  IS  THAU  VE  SEC  RET  ART 

TO:       SIPOS.  PLA^NING  COORDINAICIR 

FROI:    Jon  F.  JacquDt,  Chief  Engineer 

MIE:     September  5.  198A 

SUBJECT:  BIM  Buffalo  Resource  Area  ManageoEnt  Plan  -  Second  Draft, 
State  Identifier  No.  83-117 


The  engineering  staff  of  the  Public  Service  Comnission  has  exandned  the 
SLibject  matter  and  concludes  there  is  little  of  lnportance  to  the  Coomisslon 
or  the  utilities  it  regulates  contained  therein.  If  you  should  have  any 
questions  of  us  on  this  matter,  please  let  us  know. 


JFJ:cap 
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l^tatt  of  laming 

d^il  anb  6aft  Condribatioii  Commiisction 


THE  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY  OF  WYOMING 

UNIVEHSrTY  OF  WYOMING 

BOX  XM.  UNIVERSITY  STATION 

LARAMIE.  WYOMING  KOTI 


'I  >4J.3< 
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MEMORANDUM 

To:  State  Planning  Coordinator 

Fron:  Alan  J.  VerPloeg,  Petroleua  Geologist 

Ray  E.  Harris,  Uranius  and  Industrial  Minerals  Geologist 

Richard  M.  Jones,  Coal  Geologist 
Subject:  Buffalo  Resource  Management  Plan  DEIS 
Date:  September  14,  1984 

2  I  Pape  92,  Coal,  Background,  4th  paragraph: 

2      The  nimber  of  producing  and  proposed  (nonpr educing)  coal  Bines  is 
H  in  error.  There  are  IS  producing  sines  and  13  proposed  Bines. 

3 1  Page  92-100.  Coal  section  in  general: 

I      It  would  be  helpful  to  include  current,  past,  and  projected  coal 
^  production  froa  the  Resource  Area  in  this  section  of  the  report. 

4!    Page  98,  Coal  lease  sales,  4th  paragraph: 

I      This  discussion  should  note  that  the  Calf  Creek,  Hay  Creek,  and 
I  Ridgerunner  Tracts  are  not  included  in  the  preferred  alternative. 

5J  Page  99.  Table  3-18: 

I      This  table  should  also  indicate  which  three  tracts  were  excluded 
?  froB  the  preferred  alternative. 

01  Page  103.  leasable  minerals,  in  WSA's: 
I 

3  This  section  does  not  mention  the  high  oil  and  gas  potential  for  the 
I  Fortification  Creek  HSA.  The  "high  potential",  however,  is  mentioned  in 
\   Appendix  7. 

7i   Page  104,  Resource  area  salable  minerals: 


tion  reports  production  for  construction  aggregates  in  cubic 
axation  and  other  purposes,  it  is  customary  to  report  pro- 
^  duction  in  tons,  not  cubic  yards.  Production  statistics  in  tons  are  svail- 
I  able  through  Wyoaing's  Ad  Valorea  Tax  Division  or  the  Inspector  of  Mines. 


I  yards. 
J  durtioi 


Septeniwr  24.  1984 


Mr.  Dick  H«rtin«n 

State  Planning  Coordinator's  Office 

Wyoming  State  Clearinghouse 

2320  Capitol  Avenue 

Cheyenne.  WY  82002 

Re:  The  Buffalo  Resource  Nanagencnt  Plan. 
Second  Draft,  State  Identifier  83-117 

Dear  Mr.  Hartman: 

I  am  1n  receipt  of  the  above-noted  document,  which  encompasses  • 
large  portion  of  the  northern  Powder  River  Basin  In  Wyoming.  The  ar«« 
has  the  reputation  of  being  one  of  the  most  prolific  oil,  gas  and  co«1 
producing  areas  of  the  country. 

It  1s  obvious  from  the  oU  and  gas  production  table  Included  In 
the  draft  that  Wyoming  would  suffer  greatly  If  it  were  not  for  the 
production  which  comes  out  of  this  area.  Two  hundred,  Ihlrty-six  fields 
Identified  within  the  area  are  equivalent  to  approximately  25X  of  a11  of 
the  oil  and  gas  fields  which  produce  in  the  State.  Production  of  oil, 
likewise,  is  approximately  20  to  25S  of  the  State's  total  production. 
In  addition,  it  appears  that  there  is  a  significant  State  and  private 
ownership  within  the  area  under  study,  which  Is  not  under  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

99     ^or  these  reasons.  I  would  urge  that  no  rules,  regulations,  or 
Ipollcies  be  adopted  which  wiU  inhibit  the  exploration  for  oil  and  gas 
kin  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  This  is  not  to  say  that  the  entire  area 
kshould  be  written  off.  but  only  that  the  entire  area  has  the  potential 
Sfor  production.  In  addition  to  the  exploration  going  on  in  the  Basin. 
|there  has  also  been  a  significant  amount  of  Interest  In  the  mountain 
Kfronts  and  the  possibility  of  overthrust  situations  as  demonstrated  by 
Sthe  well  which  Gulf  drilled  near  Story  and  other  potential  locations 
jalong  the  east  flank  of  the  Big  Horn  Mountains. 


I  hope  that  operators  will  be  able  to  proceed  with  those  plans  as 
well  as  any  out  in  the  middle  of  the  Basin  Area. 

Very  truly  yours,  . 

D6B:wa1  Donald  B.  Basko. 

State  Oil  and  Gas  Supervisor 


15B-2 


15D- 


state  Planning  Coordinate 


Septenber  U,  1984 
Page  2 


a  Swap  8: 

i     The  North  Antelope  mine  [»25  on  map)  should  be  shown  as  a  pro- 
Iducing  lease  (production  started  in  November  IJSJ)  even  though  their 
J  initial  production  is  from  a  State  lease.   Production  from  the  Federal 
■portion  of  the  lease  will  begin  soon.  Also,  Mobil's  Caballo  Rojo  mine 
I  is  in  production. 


# 


THE  STATE  W^HV OF  WVOMIfM 


1 100  Wf  ST  32ND  tTNefT  CHEVCNNC. 

October  3.    I98(i 


Hr.   Glenn  Besslnger,    Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagenent 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo.   WY  8283'' 


Dear  Mr.   Besslnger: 

Reference  Buffalo  Resource  Plan  Draft  Envlroroental   Impact  Statement, 
we  concur  with   the  select'on  of  Alternative  8. 


However  we  have   the  following  comnenta   regarding  fire  management: 

Pork  Managi 
ted   to  "(see  nap 


109    '•      There  needs   to  be  a  clear  definition  of   the  Middle  Pork  Management 
I  Area.      In  addition,    it   isn't  found 


A)"  on  page  20. 


I  map  ' 


1  1  2  2.      On  page  21    the  second  full   paragraph  reads  very  smoothly,    however 
during  Initial   attack  on  a  fire  when   Intermingled  land  ownership 
is  obscured  because  of  smoke  or  inaccurate   initial   location  reports, 
the  exclusion  of   heavy  equipment  from  fire  suppression  activity 
can  very  easily   lead   to  excessive  fire  costs.      Should  such  a  decision 
be  made  at   the  outset,    and  land  ownership  later  determined   to  be 
in  error,   BLM  will   be  considered  as   the  liable   party  for  resulting 
high  suppression  costs  caused   from  an  escaped  fire   to  non-federal 
lands. 


12|3. 


Although  no  formal  value  at  risk  study  has  been  conducted  since 
1969.  the  Rural  Fire  Prevention  and  Control  Progran  does  not  concur 
with  the  BIM  area  designation  on  map  <■  -  Fire.  For  exanple,  we 
don't  classify  the  developed  area  surrounding  Gillette  as  a  low 
value  at  risk  area.  We  cannot  accept  any  wildland  fire  spread  In 
that  developed  area.  Our  assignments  Include  development  values 
In  addition   to  natural    resource  values. 
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15D-2 


15E-2 


The  ooDOrtunlty  for  us   to  coiMierit   Is  appreciated  and  should  you  have 
any  heed   to  discuss   lte«s   1    through  3   Ih  greater  detail,    please  feel 
free   to  contact  Michael   H.    Gageh.   Ssslstant  State  Forester,   Fire  Manage- 
ment at  our  address  or  call   him  at   777-7586. 

Very   truly   yours, 

CARL  E.    JOHNSON 
STATE   FORESTER 

By:  Jf-r^^- 

Bryc«  £•  Lundell 
Deputy  State  Forester 


Mr.  Dick  Bartaan 
October  31.  1984 
ras«  2. 


t  3*   Altarpatlfi 


■Iderad  In  Detail 


\ 

I 


Page  36  -  It  would  eetlat  la 
wildlife  if  thoie  "I"  allota 
lacreaied  were  dcUoeated. 


■naljslDg   the  docuaeat   for   iapacta   to 
lata   wfaere   iUMa   of    liviatock  u»e  vill    be 


A££Hc 
2-2  > 


aioriiatioo  Crite 


"1"  Cataiory  Allotaenta  (Table 


Page  37  -  AUotMata  adjaceot  to  the  Vjoalng  Case  and  Piah  Ed  0.  Taylor 
Unit  acbedulcd  for  AMP'a  <7628.  7630,  aod  7660)  aay  have  a  reUtlve  high 
potential  for  coapetitloo  for  forage  bctvceo  livestock  and  wildlife,  if 
livcatock  ute  Increatce  aod  wildlife  population  objective*  are  achieved. 
Ue  recomend  the  tcbeduled  AMP'a  be  carefully  evaluated. 


I 


Wildlife  Bab 1 tat  Hanageaaat 

Pages  46-48  -  Clarif icatloo  is  tuggeated  regarding  the  waiver  of  the 
ideotlfied  prohibited  activities  by  the  area  aaoager.   Vill  it  be  sadc 
after  consultation  with  the  effected  particsT   There  My  be  significant 
adverse  ivpscts  oo  species  other  than  big  gaae  should  the  surface 
disturbance  and  occupancy  prohibition  be  waived  as  alluded  to  on  page 
46.   Ue  reco^eod  that  other  iaportant  saall  gaae ,  upland  gaae,  and  non- 
gaae  species  or  their  habitats  be  included  under  VHM-1. 


1816.   Suiwarjf  of  Environaental  Coose<^ueoces  (Table  2-4) 


! 

"i 

20? 


Page  S4  -  Land  Use,  Craaing:   Short  tera  and  long  tera  ADH  loaacs  are 
identified  by  aanageaent  alternative,  but  it  la  unclear  to  us  U  recla- 

aation  will  restore  the  short  tera  ADKs  lost. 

Page  57  -  Land  Use,  Vegetation:   Aa  noted  in  the  Graxing  Section,  it  is 
not  clear  here  if  reclaaatioo  will  restore  the  short  tera  disturbed 
acrea  back  to  productive  habitat. 

Page  58  -  Wildlife  Babitat:   Alternative  B  indicatca  that  wildlife  would 
be  disturbed  or  displaced  on  Approaiaatcly  20.000  acres  due  to  a  variety 
of  activities.   Ue  arc  unsure,  after  review  of  the  teit,  if  any  of  the 
20.000  acre*  will  be  reclalaed.   If  reclaaation  occurs,  will  the  entire 
20,000  acres  be  lost  as  wildlife  habltatT   If  so,  for  how  long?   "Long 
tera"  and  "short  tera"  are  not  defined. 
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OF  WYOMING 


^am€  anJ  Shk  3)ef^a%tfn€ni 


NC    VWOMINO    12002 


October  31.  1984 


!«QN 
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BIS  949/L6 
SIN  83-H7/DS0I-BLM 
Casper  District-Buffalo  KA 
Draft  MP/lIS 


Hr.  Dick  Bartaan 
State  Planning  Coordlnato: 
Berscbler  Bldg. 
Cheyenne,  WY   82002 


Dca 


Mr.  Bartaan: 


Ue  appreciate  the  opportunity  afforded  by  the  Buffalo  tcsource  Area  and 
the  Casper  District  BLM  to  participate  in  this  planning  process  for  the  pur- 
pose of  developing  a  coaprebensivc  docuaeot  to  guide  the  aanageaent  of  the 
resources  under  their  jurisdiction.  Hopefully,  these  co^ents  will  assist 
thea  with  their  responsibilities  and  provide  the  needed  protection  for  the 
orderly  aanageaent  of  the  State's  wildlife  and  the  public's  eojoyaent 
thereof. 

lenta  by  section  and  In  order  of  paglaatloo  of  the  docu- 


13  \   1.   Sumar: 


1 


Page  1  -  We  underatand  that  the  plan  aod  eovlronaental  consequences  ar< 
calculated  for  a  10  year  period,  and  a  10  year  period  Is  aeotloned  In 
the  teat  in  soae  specific  resource  narratives,  but  not  definitely 
stated.   We  are  therefore  unsure  of  the  period  for  which  the  plan  vaa 
prepared,  or  how  and  when  the  plan  would  be  up-dated,  and  suggest 
further  clarification. 


and  Weed:    Isi 


and  Criteria 


6  -  Rather  than  restrict  tbi 
'  aajor  issues  aod  concerns  < 
>t,   Fire,   and  Wildlife  Babiti 


objectives  to  those  listed,  perhapa 
ould  be  added  including  Recreation, 
t  Hanageaent. 


15E-3 


Mr.  Dick  Hartmao 
October  31,  l«a* 
Pag.  }. 


21|7. 

1 

222>. 


23J9. 


Affected  Environaent:  Range  Condition 

Page  79-60  -  The  various  aethods  used  to  deteralo 
discuss  range  trend  and  condition  do  not  appear  t 
particularly  If  they  are  being  discussed  in  light 
paragraph  which  defines  range  condition  classiflc 


range  condition  and 
)  us  to  be  coaparable, 
of  the  opening 
itlooB  aod  trend*  using 


SCS  procedures,  definitions,  and  vernacular.   The  condition  and  trend 
asaessaent  aay  be  entirely  correct,  however  the  coaparlaon  of  the  infor- 
aatioo  collected  during  the  various  survey  periods  aay  not  be  defen- 
aible.   We  reco^end  that  this  section  be  revised  to  help  avoid  the 
problcBS  that  arose  out  of  the  1975  Natural  Resource*  Defense  Council 
Suit. 


Affected  Environaent  -  Recreation  Opportunitie 


Page  87  -  Do  the  stock  driveway  project*  prohibit  public  ingress,  cgre. 
for  hunting,  fishing,  or  wildlife  observation  when  not  being  used  for 
actual  aovcaent  of  llvcatockt 


Affected  Envin 


Big  Caae 


242 


1 


Page  US  -  Deer:   We  have  sufficient  data  to  provide  population  estlaa- 
tes  on  a  herd  unit  basis  only.   Ue  have  worked  with  BLH  personnel  and 
landowner*,  providing  very  rough  estiaate*  of  deer,  antelope  and  elk  on 
BLM  graaing  allotaents  a*  part  of  establishing  allotaeot  aanageaent 
plans.   These  estiaates  are  reasonably  well  reflected  here. 

Page  116  -  Elk:  The  current  objective  of  the  Caae  and  Pish  Departaeot 
la  to  aaintalo  a  poat-season  population  of  150  elk  in  the  Fortification 
area.  Fre-seasoo  populations  aay  reach  approslaately  250  elk  prior  to 
harvest,  and  not  the  300  a*  indicated  In  the  draft. 


Page  116  -  Forage  condition*  for  big  gaae  specii 
seasons  do  not  appear  to  be  univeraally  good  to  ezc 
Taylor  Dnlt.   Forage  availability  has  not  been  lapr 
on  the  Ed  0.  Taylor  Dnit,  according  to  results  of  t 
Report* 


and  for  specific 
:cellcnt  on  the  Ed  0. 

Ing  on  aaoy  aita* 

nd  *tudles. 


I  aod  Fish  Dcpartaent  studies  are  available, 
have  been  eipressed  by  both  Caae  and  Fish  and  BLM  personnel 
regarding  the  condition  of  soae  browse  species  aod  for  increasing  aod 
aaking  aorc  palatable,  graas  aod  forb  eoodltloos  oo  the  Unit. 
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15E-6 


Mr.  Dick  BartBflD 
October  II,  IM* 


Mr.  Dick  lartaaD 
October  91,  19(4 


26  210. 

I 


Buffalo  t«aourc«  Af  Hi  C«—  Population!  and  ADM  Itqulraaanti  (Tabla 
3-35) 

Pag*  117  -  SlBca  th«  data  for  hard  unit  populatioo  objaetlvaa  vara 
obtalnad  for  thla  draft  EIS,  tha  Gaaa  and  Plib  DcpartMot  baa  bald 
public  Mttlnf*  vfaich  rciulted  Id  cbangci  In  aevaral  population  objac- 
tlvaa.   PoUovlng  ara  tbc  current  bi|  tasc  hard  unit  population  objac- 
tivaa. 


Poat-laaaOB 
Popolation  Objacttya 


33217*  |toE  6  -  Foraatry,  Land  and  taalty 


Powdar  llvar 
Puapkln  Buttaa 
Oppar  Povdar  Bivar 


Claaraont 
Mlddli  Pork 
Craaj  Woun 
Puapkln  Buttaa 


Soutbaaat  Bifbortt 


40.000 
11,000 
14,500 


3,000 
2.100 
7,000 
16,000 


27|j  11.  Affactad  Knifirooaant  -  8—11  Ca»a 

1  Page  118  -  Wa  are  unawara  of  any  data  wfalch  docuaanta  that  tha  aaga 

I  grouac  or  aharp-tailad  grouae  populations  bava  daclinad  in  tba  laat 

b  decada,  aa  notad  here. 


28|l2.  Invlronaantal  Conaaquancaa  taction 


Alternatlva  A  -  Paga  157  -  It  thould  ba  notad  tbat  suit  dear  in  tba 
Thundar  Baaln  Bard  Unit  would  alao  ba  affactad  bj   mining. 


Wa  would  lika  to  ba  Involvad  In  tba  planning  of  tba  following  propoaad- 
tiabar  barvaatai 


Araa  3  -  Polton  Craak  (wlntar-yaar  around  alk  raaga) 

Araa  4  -  Horn  (wintar-auaaer  alk  range) 

Araa  S  ~  lad  Sprlnga  Batarvoir  (wlntar-auaser  alk  ranga) 

Araa  8  -  Upper  Hortb  Fork  Re-entry  (calving  araa,  alk  auaiar  ranga) 

Area  10-  Billy  Creak  (winter  elk  range,  black  bear  habitat) 

■age  gr 


34  J  18.    (a)  Ma£  U  -  WUdllte  -  Tber 

\  Dait   and  a  abarptail   grouae   lek  witbln  a  i  Bile  • 

i 

J  (b)  !b£  i4  -  W114Ut«  -  Critical  alk  >liitir  raa|t  looted  In  the 

I  Fortlflcetlon  area  lo  TJla,  I76U,  la  oot  llluacrateil.   Pleaae  refer  to 

I  the  up-dated  FortU IcatloD  Elk  Herd  Ooit  dlatrlbutlon  up  dated  2-1-B4. 

k  (Copy  eocloied). 
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General  Co^anta 

One  portion  of  tha  docuacnt  that  la  of  apaclfic  concern  and  which  wa 
auggeat  ncedi  to  be  rcvleed  after  coaiultatlon  with  field  peraonnal  froa 
the  Gaae  and  Flih  Dcpartaent.  ii  tha  aactlon  on  Graaing  Managaaent 
laauea  and  Plaoniog  Criteria  aa  they  relate  to  wildlife,  apeclfically  on 
page  10,  and  again  aa  diecuaied  under  the  varioue  alternativea,  par- 
ticularly on  page  36.   On  page  10,  wa  do  not  feel  tha  aaau^tion  that 
llvaatock  uac  la  a  primary  factor  in  keeping  big  gaaa  populationa  balow 
tba  aanageacnt  objective  levele  of  the  WCPD  hai  been  adequately 
deaonatrated.   The  iaplication  of  the  ■tateacot,  aa  written,  haa  tha 
potential  to  create  friction  between  the  livcatock  producer  and  the 
WCPD.   At  the  very  leaat,  we  urge  that  the  term  "priaary"  be  coapletely 
elialnated  and  tbat  the  aenteoce  be  aaended  to  read  "that  tlveatoch 
graaing  In  certain  areae,  under  certain  conditlooa,  aay  be  a  factor. 
There  are  aaoy  other  factors  that  any  be  keeping  big  gaae  populationa 
below  objective  levels.   Excessive  hunting  preaaurc.  daaage,  landowner 
intereats,  cliaatlc  conditions,  diseasca,  tiaber  harveat  actlvitlaa, 
flra  auppreaaioB.  and  other  concerna  affect  populatioo  lavala. 


15E-5 


15E-7 


Mr.  Dick  Hartaan 
October  31,  1984 

rage  s. 


Mr.  Dick  Bartaan 
October  31.  1984 
Page  7. 


2  8  I  The  Highlight  Antelope  Berd  Unit  distribution  aap  haa  recently  been 

?  updated,  based  upon  current  seasonal  antelope  observations.   Current 

I  population  astlaatcs  arc  also  available.   This  current  loforaation  aay 

I  change  the  percent  of  disturbed  antelope  in  the  Highlight  Herd  Unit,  and 

b  we  auggeat  it  be  incorporated. 

29|l3.  Altarnattva  B  -   Bffecta  on  Lands  and  Baalty 

I 

9  Page  167  -  There  aay  be  individual  instancea  on  landa  acbadulad  for 

%  sale,  exchange  or  diapoaal  in  wfalch  the  Irreveraiblc  effects  would  not 

I  benefit  a  particular  wildlife  species,  and  thus  not  all  parties  would  ba 

K  beacfltad. 


362 

! 


Siallar  concerns  ara  found  on  page  36  under  the  aactlon  on  After  raaga 

condition  classes' The  Departaent'a  experienced  on  the  Id  0. 

Taylor  Onit,  aa  wall  aa  other  Units,  would  indicate  that  aore  than 
iacreased  forage  production  and  improved  range  condition  through 
livestock  aaaagaaant  and  range  iaproveacnta  aay  be  necessary  to  enhaaca 
wildlife  populatloaa  in  the  area. 


lation,  we 


Mnd  preferred  Alternative  B  becauae  we  feal  it 


30|l4.  Alternative  B  -  Bffects  on  Wildlife  Re 


^    Page  181  -  The  corrected  big  gaae  herd  unit  population  objectives  prc- 
\  seated  above  could  possibly  require  a  change  in  the  AUM's  allotted  to 


big  gaae  (paragraph  1).  to 


31115. 

I 


appropriately 


ISIl 


in  lange 


Page  181  -  laprovcacnts  in  range  condition  through  various  livestock 
aanageacnt  techniques  and  range  Iaproveacnta,  In  our  opinion,  do  not 
slwaya  result  la  a  universal  loag-tcra  poaitiva  effect  on  all  wildlife 
habitat  aad  the  health  and  productivity  of  all  wildlife  species. 
Current  range  conditions,  site  type  and  location,  species  of  wildlife, 
season  of  use,  type  of  uac,  type  of  range  laprovcaent  or  livcatock  aana- 
geacnt syatea  all  have  a  potential  iapact  on  wildlife  habitat  and  the 
rcaultant  health  and  productivity  of  wildlife  species.   Perhapa  the 
paragraph  can  be  clarified. 


Flaaaa  forward  theae  coventa  to  the  eppropriate  BLM  offices  and  contact 
thla  office  or  our  Area  Pisherles  office  in  Buffalo,  or  Diatrlct  Gne 
Diviaion  office  In  Sheridan  If  we  aay  be  of  further  help. 


ASSlSTAirr  DIIECTOB 

SIIVICSS 

WTmiHC  CANE  AVD  PXSI 


•Dcloaura 
ee:  Gaaa  Div. 

Pish  Dlv. 

BATS  Dlv. 


32116.  Alternative  C  -  Effecta  oa  Wildlife  le sources 

I 

£  P*B*  190  -  Aa  noted  previoualy,  tha  corrected  big  gaaa  bard  unit  popula- 

V  tioa  objectives  presented  above  aay  possibly  require  a  ehaoge  In  the 

I  AUM'a  allocated  to  big  gaae  (paragraph  2). 
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15E-8 


15F-2 


Mr.  Dick  Hartman 
November  5,  1964 
Page  2 


39) 

I 


On  page  89,   (Regional  Setting;  Recreation)  the  following  statement 
is  made:     "^any  of  the  general  dispersed  recreation  opportunities 
available  tn  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  are  ai/ailable  elsewhere  in 
the  region.     Other  private  and  state  lands  and  the  Bighorn  National 
Forest  offer  plentiful  and  diverse  opportunities  for  activities 
such  as  hunting,    fishing,   ca/nping,   sightseeing,   and  general 
leisure".     It  appears  that,  according  to  this  statement,  the  8t>* 
believes  the  burden  for  providing  recreation  opportunities  should 
be  carried  by  state  or  other  federal  agencies.     If  the  state  is  to 
attain  an  average  annual  growth  rate  for  tra^ei  and  recreation  in 
Wyoadng  of  five  percent*  all  state  and  federal  agencies  will  not 
only  need  to  share  the  burden,  but  will  also  need  to  increase  their 
activities  wherever  possible. 

Sincerely, 

Alvin  F.  eastron,  P.E. 
Director 


*Wyoming  Travel,  Recreation  and  Wildlife  Opportunities  Part  III,  A  special 
r^ort  prepared  for  Governor  Herschler,  January,  1984, 


II 
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EO  HERSCHIEH 


Wyoming  Recreation  Commission 


Novmber  5,  1984 


HEMORANDUH 


TO:        Robert  E.  SuBdln,  Administrator 

FROM:      Rich  Ruyle.  Water  Quality  Division  District  Supervisor 


DATE:      November  6.  1984 
SUBJECT:    Review  of  Buffalo  KeS( 


'.   Management  Plan 


9  I  have  reviewed 
I  on  the  basis  of 


Mr.  Dick  Hartman 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
1!!  w.  2Sth,  Herschler  Bldg. 
Cheyenne.   «t    62002 


Dear  Mr.  Hartman: 


L^.njLJo,    ^"'^^  '7'^'='^  Statmeot  I  DEIS)  for  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Managment  PJan;  Bureau  of  Land  Management,   was  receded  by  this  office  on 
/lugost  30,   1984.     Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  revle,  this  document 

"\  is'oo('?o°IoriL^^l;^°'?',K^r%'^"'    ""  •^""^"9  "ecreatlon  Commission  IWC) 
y  i1f2r^  ,,    'fl?    »  •"     '"^  ""ourM  Manajewot  Plan  as  to  the  preferred 
\  nrnZTJ,    l'^'-,,'^  Presented,   the  wc  .ould  not  have  selected  any  of  The 

J  r^7^il%l7fVeZinniZlY' "  •^""^'"  - '"  ^^^^^°  "S-^" ""- 


381 

I 


ftrnop^      !  ?.^°^??  ^'^'^  Conprehensiye  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan 
(SCORP)  and  the  preliminary  results  of  the  1985  SCORP  d&nonstrate 
clearly  additional  need  for  rural  type  (canv  and  picnic  sites} 
recreation  facilities. 

°">.??^^,*V^*''®  °^^^'  "  5'^'^^'   '^^^  ^^"^  ^°^  P^t'iic  access  to 
pubJic  Jands  is  expected  to  continue.     Increases  in  use  by  visitors 
will  be  primarily  due  to  the  dmand  for  huntinp.   fishing  and 
camping  -     The  probler,  is  that  the  D£IS  doesn't  address  the  addi- 
tional dmand  other  than  in  Alternative  8  which  would  develop  one 
U)  primitive  campground  outside  and  one  inside  the  Gardner 
Mountain  tfJiderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  page  44.     The  possibility  of 
developing  only  tiro  (2}  primitive  campgrounds  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  as  defined  in  the  XIS  si/vly  is  not  enough.     The 
Resource  Management  Plan  is  effective  for  a  10  year  period      If 
adopted    this  plan  will  not  address  the  current  or  future  {10  years) 
demand  for  additional  facilities. 


tlo 


Che  above  referenced  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statenent 
water  reaources  concema.   I  recommend  Alternative  D  aa  thi 
ould  adequately  protect  the  water  resourcea  of  the  area  In 


Erosion  and  consequent  sedimentation  caused  by  livestock  grazing  has  become 
a  serious  concern  in  certain  areas  In  the  three  county  area.  I.e.  along 
Class  I  and  II  streams.   Altering  grazing  management  practices  could  pre- 
vent further  significant  deterioration  of  these  streams. 

Alternative  D  recommends  wilderness  designation  for  the  three  Wilderness 
Study  areas  in  question.   Consequently,  surface  disturbance  in  that  area 
would  be  prevented.   This  Is  the  only  way  to  ensure  that  the  quality  of 
water  resources  in  the  area  is  maintained.   We  have  seen  too  many  times  In 
the  past  where  runoff  from  disturbed  areas  (which  Is  not  easily  controlled 
under  our  regulations)  or  oil  spills  have  degraded  water  quality.   I  would 
hate  to  see  this  happen  to  a  Class  I  stream.   Mon-polnt  source  pollution 
and  accidents,  i.e.  oil  spills  are  inevitable  from  energy  development  and 
timber  cuts  even  If  the  precautions  outlined  In  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C 
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HCfiaCHLCIt  lUILDINO  CHEYENNE.  WVOMINO  U002 

November  9.   1984 
HEHORAHDUM 


Paul   Cle«ry,   Natural  Res< 
State  Planning  Coordinati 


FROM: 
SUBJECT: 


Loutt   E.    Allen,    Uater    Resources   Engineer      fcf^ 

State    Identifier    No.    83-117,    Buffalo    Resource 
Management    Plan   DEIS    -    Second    Draft,    BLH,    August    1964. 


The  subject  DEIS  has  been  reviewed,  primarily  for  water-related 
aspects.  We  submitted  comments  on  the  first  draft  on  July  12,  1983, 
and  [hose  comments  appear  to  be  adequately  addressed  in  this  second 
draft.      Ue   have  one   additional    connnent. 


pages    110-111    under    Surface   Water 
in  a   low-flow  ye 


^M  The   water   quality   discussioi 

lis    misleading.      Water  Quality   pa 
^representative,    and    the    flow   in    the   Powder   River   at    Arvada    (USCS   06317000) 
Jfor    the    1981    water    year   was   only   slightly   above   one-half  of    the   average 
lannual    flow  at    that    gage.      The  usual    concentrations    of   total    dissolved 
|soLidB    (TDS)   would    be    expected    to  be  much    Lower    than   those    shown  on 
kpage   111    in   the   last   two  paragraphs.      Either  a  near-average  water  year 
^should   be    selected    for    the   example,    or   there   should   be  qualification   «n< 
'explanation  with    the    statements. 

Thank   you    for    the  opportunity   to   review  this    plan   DEIS.      Your 
referral    memorandum  ia   being   returned   aa    requested. 


6.  You  are  correct;  the  high  potential  of  Fortification  Creek 

WSA  for  oil  and  gas  deposits  should  have  been  mentioned 
on  page  103.  We  have  added  a  sentence  to  this  effect 
in  the  additions  and  corrections  to  chapter  3.  The 
forthcoming  wilderness  EIS  will  expand  on  this  potential. 

7.  The  reason  that  production  is  reported  in  cubic  yards  is 

that  most  BLM  "production"  is  through  free  use  materials 
or  materials  sold  to  coal  mines  for  use  on  lease.  The 
materials  are  granted  or  sold  primarily  by  the  cubic  yard. 

We  obtained  production  statistics  in  tons  from  Wyoming's 
Ad  Valorem  Tax  Division.  The  taxable  production  tonnages 
for  the  1983  production  year  in  the  three-county  area  are 
as  follows:  scoria,  66,409  tons;  sand  and  gravel,  314,528 
tons.  Any  differences  after  the  conversion  is  made  from 
cubic  yards  to  tons  occur  because  the  BLM  grants  free 
use  permits  and  sells  materials  to  mines  for  on-lease  use. 
The  amounts  from  these  uses  are  not  included  in  the  Tax 
Division  report. 

8.  You  are  correct.  These  changes  are  now  reflected  on 

updated  maps  available  for  review  in  the  Casper  District 
and  Buffalo  Resource  Area  offices.  Also  see  the  response 
to  comment  2  of  this  letter. 


Response  to  Letter  15C 


Ceorge  L.  Christopuloa 
State  Engineer 


As  stated  on  page  100  of  the  second  draft  document  in 
column  1,  paragraph  6,  the  only  lands  that  cannot  be 
leased  are  those  that  underlie  incorporated  cities  and 
towns.  Exclusion  of  these  lands  from  leasing  is  required 
by  law. 


Responses  to  Letter  15 

1.  We  appreciate  your  comments.  Your  concurrence  with 
nonwilderness  recommendations  and  your  suggestions 
have  been  noted. 


Responses  to  Letter  15B 

2.  You  are  correct.  The  number  of  producing  mines  is  15, 

the  number  of  proposed  mines  13.  However,  the  draft 
document  was  correct  when  it  was  written  (January  1984). 
At  that  time  there  were  13  producing  mines  and  15 
nonproducers.  Caballo  Rojo  started  production  after 
January  1984.  North  Antelope  was  not  producing  federal 
coal  but  was  in  production  in  late  1983. 

3.  We  have  added  to  this  final  document  (appendix  2)  a  table 

showing  actual  coal  production  for  1980  and  planned  coal 
production  for  1985,  1992,  and  1995.  Please  note  that 
this  is  planned  production;  it  is  subject  to  variations  in 
the  market.  The  table  includes  all  the  production  in  the 
Wyoming  portion  of  the  Powder  River  Basin,  including 
operations  in  the  Platte  River  Resource  Area. 

4.  Although  the  text  mentions  8  tracts,  table  3-18  lists  all  11 

tracts  selected  by  the  Powder  River  Regional  Coal  Team. 
The  preferred  alternative  in  the  draft  Powder  River  coal 
EIS  (USDI,  BLM  1984a)  included  8  tracts.  Those  not 
included  in  the  preferred  alternative  in  that  EIS  were  Calf 
Creek,  Hay  Creek,  and  Ridgerunner.  The  additions  and 
corrections  to  chapter  3  contain  changes  to  pages  98 
and  99  to  clarify  this  discrepancy. 

5.  See  the  response  to  comment  4  of  this  letter. 


Responses  to  Letter  15D 

10.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  our  error.  Although  the  Middle 

Fork  Management  Area  is  not  labeled  as  such  on  map 
4,  its  location  is  covered  by  the  map  symbol  indicating 
problem  class  6  areas.  It  is  south  of  the  Gardner  Mountain 
Wilderness  Study  Area.  The  locations  of  the  WSAs  and 
the  Middle  Fork  Management  Area  are  clearly  delineated 
on  map  3.  Middle  Fork  Management  Area  is  in 
southwestern  Johnson  County.  The  southern  border 
extends  into  Natrona  County  at  the  Buffalo  Creek  and 
Willow  Creek  roads  to  the  junction  of  the  Thirty-three 
Mile  Road  and  then  north  on  that  road  to  the  north  line 
of  section  24,  T  42  N.,  R.  86  W. 

11.  It  appears  that  you  have  assumed  in  your  interpretation 

that  (a)  the  BLM  would  in  all  cases  make  the  initial  attack, 
(b)  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  such  as  dozers  always 
prevents  the  spread  of  fire  to  outlying  areas,  and  (c)  the 
use  of  heavy  equipment  always  minimizes  danger.  None 
of  these  assumptions  is  correct.  Often  the  BLM  is  not 
the  agency  making  the  initial  attack.  Depending  on  the 
size,  type,  or  location  of  the  fire,  heavy  equipment  is  not 
always  dispatched.  And  heavy  equipment  often  either  is 
unnecessary  or  is  powerless  to  prevent  the  spread  of 
wildfire.  It  has  been  our  experience  that  the  use  of  such 
equipment  often  causes  more  damage  than  the  fire  alone 
would  cause. 

No  private  or  state  land  is  a  part  of  any  of  the  three  WSAs. 
There  is  a  state  section  inholding  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA,  but  this  land  is  managed 
by  the  state  of  Wyoming;  it  cannot  be  managed  as  part 
of  the  WSA.  Nothing  in  the  paragraph  cited  precludes 
the  use  of  heavy  equipment  on  the  perimeters  of  the  WSAs 
to  protect  adjacent  nonfederal  land,  nor  is  the  use  of  heavy 
equipment  for  fireline  construction   prohibited   except 
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within  the  boundaries  of  the  WSAs.  Even  within  the  WSAs 
its  use  is  permitted  to  prevent  loss  of  life,  to  protect  high 
value  property  such  as  structures,  or  to  protect  adjacent 
private  or  state  lands. 

12.  We  agree  that  developed  areas  surrounding  Gillette  and 
other  cities  and  towns  should  not  be  considered  for  limited 
suppression.  Decision  FM-1  on  page  32  of  the  second 
draft  indicates  that  full  suppression  would  be  practiced 
in  value-at-risk  classes  3  and  4.  Specific  areas  of  full 
suppression,  limited  suppression,  and  prescribed  fires  will 
be  identified  in  a  fire  management  plan  to  be  written  for 
the  Buffalo  Resource  Area. 


Responses  to  Letter  15E 

13.  The   resource   management   plan   will   provide   overall 

direction  for  the  management  of  lands  in  the  resource 
area  for  the  next  ten  years.  It  will  be  revised  or  amended 
whenever  necessary,  as  provided  in  the  BLM  planning 
regulations  (43  CFR  1610.5-6).  Also  see  response  14  to 
letter  14. 

14.  See  response  4  to  letter  13  and  response  5  to  letter  14. 

15.  The  allotments  where  increases  in  livestock  grazing  use 

are  most  likely  to  be  authorized  are  identified  as  "high 
priority"  "I"  allotments  on  table  2-2.  Any  increases  in 
livestock  use  in  those  allotments  will  be  authorized  only 
after  the  allotments's  resource  management  objectives 
have  been  met  (for  example,  when  range  condition  rating 
reaches  good)  and  after  forage  demand  for  the  WGFD's 
big  game  population  objectives  have  been  satisfied. 

16.  All  resource  values  affected  by  livestock  grazing  will  be 

carefully  evaluated  in  planning  and  implementation  of  the 
allotment  management  plans. 

17.  The  second  paragraph  under  WHM-1  on  page  46  indicates 

that  small  game  and  nongame  species  are  considered 
under  that  decision.  Also  see  responses  4  and  6  to  letter 
4. 

18.  The  short-term  loss  of  livestock  forage  production  in  AUMs 

identified  in  the  summary  table  represents  the  loss  of 
production  realized  between  the  initiation  of  surface 
disturbance  and  the  point  when  the  site  is  fully  reclaimed 
and  forage  production  restored  to  predisturbance  levels. 

We  assume  the  vegetation  and  AUMs  lost  during  the  short 
term  will  be  reclaimed  during  the  life  of  the  plan  (ten  years). 
However,  the  long-term  vegetation/AUM  loss  will  not  be 
reclaimed  until  mineral  development  activity  or  other 
surface  disturbance  ends. 

19.  See  response  14  to  letter  14  and  the  response  to  comment 

18  of  this  letter. 

20.  See  response  14  to  letter  14. 

21 .  The  available  data  on  range  condition  and  trend  on  public 

land  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  are  presented  on  pages 
79  through  81  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  Although 
some  of  the  information  collected  on  the  various 
inventories  is  not  directly  comparable,  we  believe  that 
a  clear  trend  toward  improved  range  condition  is 
indicated.  The  range  condition  information  summarized 
in  table  3-9  was  obtained  with  the  use  of  similar  inventory 
methodology  (ecological  range  condition)  and  was  taken 
from  the  same  allotments.  Thus,  we  feel  comparison  of 
the  data  is  valid  and  should  be  helpful  to  the  reader. 

22.  The  public  land  within  the  stock  driveway  is  available  for 

public  use.  The  stock  driveway  withdrawal  in  no  way 
restricts  or  excludes  use  of  the  land  within  or  adjacent 
to  the  driveway  for  recreational  uses  such  as  hunting, 
fishing,  and  sightseeing. 


23.  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

24.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  our  error.  A  correction  has 

been  included  in  the  additions  and  corrections  to  chapter 
3. 

25.  We  agree  that  the  sentence  on   page   116  should   be 

changed,  and  your  information  has  been  incorporated 
into  the  additions  and  corrections  for  chapter  3.  Future 
studies  are  planned  to  determine  the  reason  that  forage 
is  not  improving  on  all  sites. 

26.  Thank  you  for  updating  our  information.  We  have  included 

your  figures  in  a  revised  table  3-25,  which  is  included 
in  the  additions  and  corrections  for  chapter  3  in  this  final 
document. 

27.  The  additions  and  corrections  for  chapter  3  contain  a 

change  to  the  paragraph  on  page  118  to  correct  this  error. 

28.  An  additional  paragraph  for  page  157  has  been  placed 

in  the  additions  and  corrections  for  chapter  4.  This 
paragraph  indicates  that  mule  deer  in  the  Thunder  Basin 
herd  unit  would  be  affected  by  coal  mining  if  it  occurred 
in  that  area. 

29.  Before  any  land  disposal  action,  a  site-specific  EA  must 

be  prepared.  Such  an  EA  analyzes  the  effects  of  each 
action.  We  will  confine  to  coordinate  our  activities  with 
the  WGFD  in  determining  the  benefits  to  wildlife  on 
specific  tracts. 

30.  The  additional  new  AUMs  that  would  be  allocated  to 

wildlife  as  a  result  of  the  new  population  numbers  would 
total  about  200.  However,  the  allocation  of  2,400  AUMs 
mentioned  on  page  181  is  only  an  estimate.  The  new 
200  AUMs  would  not  change  that  analysis  significantly. 
We  will  use  current  WGFD  populations  on  a  site-specific 
basis  when  we  develop  activity  plans. 

31.  A  revised  paragraph  for  page  181  has  been  placed  in  the 

additions  and  corrections  to  chapter  4. 

32.  See  the  response  to  comment  30  of  this  letter. 

33.  We  welcome  your  involvement  in  the  planning  of  timber 

harvests. 

34.  Revised  maps  are  not  being  printed  with  this  final  RMP/ 

EIS;  however,  the  information  is  included  on  planning 
base  maps  in  the  resource  area  office.  The  Map  Guide 
enclosed  in  this  final  document  also  contains  the 
information. 

35.  We  agree  that  the  statement  could  cause  friction  between 

livestock  producers  and  the  WGFD,  but  only  if  it  is  taken 
out  of  context.  The  BLM  does  not  have  resource  data 
to  indicate  that  livestock  grazing  use  is  the  primary  factor 
that  keeps  big  game  populations  below  the  management 
objective  levels  of  the  WGFD.  However,  as  we  stated  on 
page  10  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS,  grazing  was 
assumed  to  be  the  primary  factor  for  the  purpose  of 
evaluation  and  development  of  the  grazing  allotments. 
This  assumption  was  made  because  livestock  grazing  is 
the  only  one  of  the  five  factors  identified  that  could  be 
addressed  through  livestock  grazing  management 
actions. 

36.  Your  preference  has  been  noted. 


Responses  to  Letter  15F 

37.  The  proposed  management  decisions  would  not  in  any 
way  reduce  our  support  for  the  recreation  industry  in 
Wyoming;  in  fact,  the  decisions  would  strengthen  the 
BLM's  contribution.  Big  game  habitat  would  be  improved, 
improvement  of  riparian  areas  would  benefit  fisheries  and 
waterfowl,  public  access  would  be  improved  and  facilities 
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developed  in  the  Gardner  Mountain  and  North  Fork  areas 
opening  approximately  51,000  acres  of  land  for 
recreational  activities.  Critical  habitat,  cultural  resources, 
and  recreational  areas  would  be  protected  from  the  effects 
of  undue  development.  In  addition,  we  will  continue  to 
develop  the  Middle  Fork  Management  Area,  North  Fork, 
Gardner  Mountain,  and  the  Dry  Greek  Environmental 
Education  area,  all  of  which  were  addressed  in  the 
document. 

38.  The  second  draft  RMP/EIS  addresses  all  reasonable  and 

feasible  alternatives  available  for  meeting  increased 
demand  over  the  next  ten  years.  With  the  scattered  land 
patterns  and  restricted  public  access  in  the  resource  area, 
opportunities  to  develop  facilities  are  limited. 

The  area  that  would  be  most  likely  to  receive  the  increased 
demand  is  the  southern  Big  Horn  Mountains,  where  most 
development  is  planned  and  where  two  of  the  three  WSAs 
are  located.  This  area  also  has  many  developed  facilities 
administered  by  the  Forest  Service. 

Alternative  B  from  the  second  draft  document,  the 
proposed  plan  in  this  document,  includes  the  greatest 
measures  for  addressing  the  additional  demand 
mentioned  in  the  RMP/EIS  and  in  the  SCORP  (Wyo.  Rec. 
Comm.  n.d.).  In  addition  to  the  two  campgrounds  that 
would  possibly  be  developed,  the  alternative  also  would 
open  approximately  51,000  acres  of  public  land  for 
recreation.  Public  use  of  this  land  has  been  limited,  since 
much  of  it  has  been  surrounded  by  private  land.  The  BLM 
believes  that  this  alternative  would  have  a  large  beneficial 
effect  on  hunting,  fishing,  and  primitive  camping 
opportunities  in  northeastern  Wyoming.  If  the  Wyoming 
Recreation  Commission  has  specific  proposals  affecting 
public  lands,  we  would  be  happy  to  discuss  them. 

39.  The  BLM  will  continue  to  share  the  burden  and  do  its 

part  in  providing  new  recreation  opportunities  wherever 
possible  under  current  guidelines.  Examples  of  increased 
opportunities  are  cited  in  the  response  to  comment  37 
of  this  letter. 


Responses  to  Letter  15G 

40.  Your  preference  has  been  noted.  Thank  you  for  your 
comment. 

The  comment  that  water  resources  would  be  best 
protected  by  Alternative  D  is  well  taken.  Corrective 
measures  will  be  applied  if  critical  watershed  problems 
develop. 

We  have  not  identified  any  grazing-related  degradation 
of  Class  I  and  Class  II  streams  on  public  land  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area.  If  such  problems  are  identified  in  the 
future,  actions  to  resolve  the  resource  conflicts  will  be 
initiated  under  site-specific  activity  plans  such  as  HMPs 
and  AMPs. 


Response  to  Letter  15H 

1.  Although  a  flow-weighted  average  dissolved  solids 
concentration  was  used,  the  observation  that  the  1981 
water  year  was  a  low  flow  year  is  valid.  The  statement 
should  be  qualified  as  follows:  "The  1981  water  year  was 
a  low  flow  year,  with  flow  just  slightly  more  than  half 
the  average  annual  flow  at  the  gage.  Dissolved  solids 
concentrations  would  be  expected  to  be  lower  in  higher 
flow  years."  We  have  added  this  qualification  to  the 
additions  and  corrections  for  chapter  3. 
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WAU-ACE   O.   RAMSBOTTOM 


mni±o,  1 
November  20,  1984 


Bureau  of  Land  r^anagement 

Mr.  Glenn  Beoainger,  Area  Manager 

300  Spruce  Street 

Buffalo.  Wyoming   8285* 


Dear  Sir: 

IK      In  reviewing  the  Reaource  Management  Plan  and  Draft 
k  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  the  Buffslo  Resource  Area, 
k  I  see  tv e  term  uBPd  "to  render  a  declalon"  was  made  by  "the 
^  professional  judrment  of  a  reaource  soeciallat".   The  tone 
\  ot   this  wV-ole  draft  statement  is  set  for  the  Mvertock 
I  industry  on  page  159.  aacond  colunn*  third  paragraph.   I 
8  would  certainly  question  the  profeasionalisB  and  judgment 
J  of  whoever  wrote  that  paragraph  and  whoever  allowed  it  to 
I  be  printed.   Someone  la  cut  of  touch  with  history,  current 
I  events,  public  sentiment  and  reality.   Those  of  us  with  a 
I  cultural  heritage  in  this  area  continue  to  be  shocked  by 
^  the  inaenaltlve  and  orerbearlnK  nature  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
I  Management. 

I     »hy  should  any  livestock  producer  be  expected  to  make 
la  sacrifice  to  enhance  a  BLM  decision  which  is  defensed  by 
J  the  admonition  that  the  livestock  operation  is  an  insignificant 
J  percentage  of  the  whole  picture  of  the  area's  economy  and 
'therefore  insinuate  his  particular  operation  is  expendable? 

2i     Paga  1'^.  second  column,  third  paragraph,   la  this  a 
Icomplete  policy  statement  in  your  planning  criteria? 

31     Page  1*^,  second  column,  first  paragraph  on  issues 
lunder  Grating  Manapement.  Who  ia  in  control  of  the  economic 
I need,  the  WGFD  or  the  BLM? 

4^     Page  10,  second  column,  last  paragraph.   Add  commercial 
9 timber  sales  to  this  paragraph. 
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Page  15,  second  column,  seventh  paragraph.   Since  the 
BLM  feel  justified  in  all  its  decisions  and  seeks  to  perpetuate 
itself  by  claiming  local  economic  dependency,  wouldn't  it  be 
fair  to  say  the  BLM  should  make  no  decisions  which  threaten 
IOCS'!  industry  which  contributes  to  the  local  econom-'? 

Page  33  under  Forest  ManRgenent.   BLM  ehoiild  fence  €md 
maintain  the  fence  to  exclude  grazing  fmm  timber  harvest 
areas. 

Page  117  at  t^e  bottom  of  t*-e  nage.   AUM  conversion 
rate  should  be  5  antelone.  5  deer,  or  1  elk  eo.nals  to  1  AUM. 

Pa^e  141,  second  column,  second  oarapraph.   Add  this 
"pragranh  to  the  Effects  of  Graslnp.  page  162. 

Page  206.   Subiect:   Notification  of  Increase  In  elk 
and  deer.   Adiacent  landowners  may  not  tolerate  the  increasesj 
BLM  had  better  wit^d^aw  the  WSA'a. 

page  253.   Site  specific  Impact  will  be  necessary  before 
any  easements  are  acquired  because  of  wildlife,  watershed, 
recreation,  private  lands. 

Page   254,    second  column,    first  '>aragraph.      Item  C — Just 
what  would    the   BLM  consider   to   be   a  algnificpnt   Impact? 
Shouldn't   recreation,   vandalism  and   the  building  of  roads 
be   considered  an   impact? 

Appendix   6   starting  on  "age   255.      The   percentage    figuree 
of  BLM   to   private  l«nd  are   probably  inaccurate. 

The   overall    iranact   of  EIS  will  have   a   Xonr   term   effect 
on   the  Tiveetock  industry  end  in  some  cases  will  hamper  and 
chanre   sneciflc   onerptlons.      Stockrro'rers   can   be   expected    to 
live   by    the   law,    but  where   rules   and    interpretitions   are 
made   by    the   BLM   it  will    continue    to   he   a   source  of  conflict 
esneclelW  where   decisions   hamper  a   laudable   oneratlon. 


Yours    truly 


'/f^^^- 
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Responses  to  Letter  16 

1.  The  paragraph  in  question  must  be  read  in  the  context  of 

the  entire  section.  Table  3-26  (page  122)  and  the 
discussion  on  "Agricultural  Economics"  (page  123) 
indicate  that  sales  by  the  agricultural  sector  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  accounted  for  only  2.5%  of  total  sales  by 
all  sectors  in  the  three-county  area  in  1980.  In  Johnson 
County,  where  agricultural  sales  represent  the  highest 
value  relative  to  total  county  sales,  agricultural  sales 
represented  only  7.4%  of  total  county  sales  in  1980. 

There  was  no  intent  to  suggest  that  the  livestocl<  producers 
should  mal<e  a  sacrifice  to  enhance  a  BLM  decision. 
However,  the  last  sentence  of  the  paragraph  in  question 
may  be  ambiguous.  It  was  intended  to  indicate  that 
because  of  typically  low  returns  to  agricultural  investment, 
severe  impacts  to  individual  operators  may  result  from 
BLM  programs  and  policies. 

2.  No,  the   passage  mentioned   is   not  a  complete  policy 

statement.  The  planning  criteria  serve  only  as  guidelines 
for  addressing  the  issues. 

3.  The  WGFD  provided  its  big  game  objective  levels  on  the 

"I"  and  priority  "M"  allotments.  The  difference  in  animal 
units  between  the  WGFD  big  game  population  objective 
number  and  the  current  estimated  big  game  population 
on  each  allotment  was  used  to  calculate  the  additional 
AUMs  of  forage  needed.  The  economic  analysis  of  the 
effect  of  providing  the  additional  wildlife  AUMs  was  done 
by  the  BLM. 

4.  An  entry  in  the  additions  and  corrections  to  chapter  1  adds 

commercial  timber  sales  to  the  factors  that  may  keep  big 
game  populations  below  objective  levels. 

5.  The  goal  is  just  as  you  said,  not  to  make  decisions  that 

threaten  local  industries. 

6.  The   BLM   will   be   responsible  for  construction   and 

maintenance  of  protective  fences. 

7.  The  analyst  that  prepared  this  table  used  standard  BLM 

conversion  factors.  These  conversion  factors  were 
developed  at  a  meeting  of  the  BLM,  WGFD,  and  the 
University  of  Wyoming.  Scientific  research  has  shown  that 
ungulate  forage  intake  usually  is  equal  to  3%  of  body 
weight  per  day.  The  following  figures  are  used  statewide: 

Antelope:  average  body  weight,  82  pounds;  forage  74 

pounds  per  month;  10.8  animals  per  AUM. 

Deer:  average   body  weight,    113   pounds;   forage   103 

pounds  per  month;  7.8  animals  per  AUM. 

Elk:  average  body  weight,  415  pounds;  forage  374  pounds 

per  month;  2.1  animals  per  AUM. 

Moose:  average  body  weight,  723  pounds;  forage  652 

pounds  per  month;  1.2  animals  per  AUM. 

Bighorn  Sheep:  average  body  weight,  126  pounds;  forage 

116  pounds  per  month;  6.9  animals  per  AUM. 

8.  We  agree  that  this  impact  should  have  been  identified  as 

affecting  grazing  use  under  Alternative  B  as  well  as  under 
Alternative  A.  A  correction  to  page  164  has  been  placed 
in  the  additions  and  corrections  for  chapter  4. 

9.  The  paragraph  on  page  206  that  you  refer  to  pertains  to 

public  comments  received  from  the  first  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  BLM  and  WGFD  have  no  plans  to  increase  the  elk 
or  deer  populations  within  the  WSAs.  The  reasons  for 
possible  increases  in  herd  sizes  would  be  that  some  uses 
such  as  hunting  might  be  further  restricted  if  the  WSAs 
were  designated  as  wilderness.  However,  the  agency's 
preferred  alternative  is  to  recommend  that  the  WSAs  in 
the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  not  be  designated  as 
wilderness,  so  the  situation  is  not  likelv  to  arise. 


10.  Any  impacts  that  may  be  associated  with  the  use  of  an 

acquired  easement  will  be  addressed  in  the  EA  for  each 
project. 

11.  Effects  can  be  either  positive  or  negative.  A  significant 

adverse  effect  might  be  one  that  would  last  for  many  years 
with  no  reasonable  means  of  mitigation.  An  example 
might  be  the  abandonment  by  elk  of  a  calving  area  they 
had  used  for  50  years  because  of  loss  of  vegetation. 
Building  of  roads  and  recreational  activities  could  result 
in  either  positive  or  negative  effects— positive  in  increased 
recreational  opportunities  and  negative  if  vandalism 
increased. 

12.  The  figures  for  percentage  of   federal   acreage  were 

calculated  by  dividing  the  acreage  in  the  BLM  grazing 
lease  by  the  total  acreage  in  the  ranch  unit  (base  property 
plus  BLM  lease).  We  do  not  believe  there  are  significant 
errors  in  the  figures. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 


r*moranduin 


Novci*er  21,  19B4 


iger.  Bureau  of  Land  Managcnent,  P.O.  Box  670, 
Wyoming  B2834 


From:      Project  Leader,  Ecological  Services 

Subject:   RevieH  of  Buffalo  Resource  r^nagement  Plan  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  (DEISI 

1  k  t*  have  rev1e»ed  the  subject  statement,  and  the  folloMirg  constitutes 
5  the  comnents  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS).   The  most 

5  environmentally  sound  alternatives  that  would  benefit  the  most  resources 

I  and  also  provide  the  best  protection  for  wildlife  seem  to  be 

I  alternatives  B  and  C.   Even  these  alternatives  are  somenhat  biased 

5  toHard  a  status  quo  condition,  and  mc  recommend  that  the  final  EIS  give 

1  more  consideration  to  aouatic  and  riparian  resources,  wildlife  and 

I  endangered  species. 

2  J  The  OEIS  points  out  the  significance  of  the  erosion  and  water  guality 

< problems  in  the  Powder  River  Breaks.  Me  believe  it  is  very  important  to 

1  solve  these  problems,  especially  ones  caused  by  livestock  overgrazing, 

2  roads,  oil  exploration,  and  timber  production.  f*ny  of  the  proposed 

5  timber  sales  are  located  in  areas  that  have  been  identified  as  "areas  of 
^ severe  erosion  hazard. "  We  do  not  believe  that  it  is  good  land 
i management  practices  to  log  such  areas,  and  we  recoMnend  that  your 
(agency  not  consider  timber  sales  in  areas  i*iere  stMtrt   erosion  hazards 
'exist. 

3|Me  are  seriously  concerned  about  your  agency's  plan  to  dispose  of  73,000 
Sacres  and  exchange  another  11,800  acres  of  public  lands  within  the 
JBuffalo  Resource  Area.   Scattered  parcels  of  public  land  can  provide 
I  sanctuaries  for  wildlife  in  areas  rfiere  private  lands  have  been  altered 
jor  severely  impacted.  Disposal  of  public  lands  may  also  severely  imuact 
Jthe  opportunity  for  outdoor  recreation  such  as  hunting  and  fishing, 
{scattered  land  parcels  may  seem  to  be  difficult  to  managei  however,  a 
^policy  of  letting  many  of  these  parcels  remain  natural  or  revert  to 
inatural  conditions  may  require  minimal  BLM  management.   In  cases  prfiere 
5lt  is  truly  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public  and  resources  associated 
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Hith  the  lind  to  tfSspos*  of  i  tract,  m«  rtconMnd  in  equitable  land 
exchange  rather  than  outright  land  sale.   Land  sales  and  exchanges  could 
also  Influence  FWS  programs.   Currently,  land  exchanges  »rt   one  of  the 
best  Methods  for  FMS  to  acquire  needed  lands.  Mt  are  particularly 
interested  in  riparian  and  Netland  areas  that  noM  support  or  could  be 
managed  to  support  HaterfoMl  and  Migratory  birds.   In  cases  i^ere  the 
property  does  not  fit  our  program  needs.  BLH  has  the  responsibility  to 
ensure  protection  of  itetlands  and  riparian  areas  >tfMn  they  »rt 
transferred  to  the  private  sector,  as  required  by  Section  203  of  FLPM*, 
Executive  Order  11990  and  Bureau  policy  as  set  forth  In  BLM  ^%nual 
6740.06(e)(1).   The  Myoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (kCFOl  may  be 
interested  in  lands  suitable  for  wildlife  conservation.   Public  Lam  80- 
537  (16  U.S.C.  667b)  authorizes  transfer  of  excess  lands,  mithout 
reimbursement,  to  the  Secretary  for  the  Wgratory  Bird  Program  or  to  the 
state  for  conservation  of  resident  Mildllfe.   Please  heep  this  office 
abreast  of  plans  to  dispose  of  or  exchange  any  of  the  lands  in  question. 

Page  39  Indicates  "by  regulation,  parcels  xill  not  be  disposed  of  if 
they  contain-. .riparian  areas  or  »«tlends."  However,  mb  note  on  r^ps  7 
and  7A  that  several  tracts  that  contain  riparian  habitat  are  being 
considered  for  sale  or  exchange  along  the  PoMder  fliver.  Little  Poxder 
River,  Belle  Fourche,  and  other  streams.   In  accordance  Mith  Executive 
Orders  and  your  agency's  policies,  we  reconmiend  that  tracts  containing 
riparian  and  rtetland  habitat  not  be  sold  or  exchanged. 

Another  area  of  concern  is  proposed  brush  and  noxious  Heed  control  in 
the  vicinity  of  streams,  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds,  and  on  Nildlife 
Kinter  range.  Me  recomnend  a  tHo-nlle  buffer  zone  around  sage  grouse 
strutting  grounds  to  protect  nesting  and  brooding  areas.   In  addition, 
no  brush  control  Mork  should  be  conducted  on  mildllfe  wintering  areas 
without  concurrence  of  WGFD.  l«body  riparian  vegetation  should  also  be 
protected  for  its  high  value  for  fish  and  Hildlife.   In  riparian  areas. 
Ma  recomnend  against  the  use  of  persistent  mater  soluble  herbicides  such 
as  Tordon,  and  that  noxious  weeds  be  treated  with  selective  tools,  such 
as  the  wich  applicator.   The  use  of  Tordon  adjacent  to  streams  with 
reproducing  populations  of  trout  should  not  be  considered.   This  may  be 
the  situation  with  the  Implementation  of  Grazing  Management  Plan-1  on 
page  34.   Research  conducted  by  Dan  Hoodward  of  the  FMS  Field  Research 
Laboratory,  Jackson.  Myomlng  indicates  that  Tordon  1s  very  toxic  to 
young-of-the-year  trout. 

The  status  of  local  timber  industries  is  litportant,  but  protection  of 
wildlife  and  aquatic  resources  should  also  be  a  primary  consideration. 
A  significant  increase  in  timber  harvest  is  proposed  under  the  preferred 
alternative.  I«  question  the  justification  for  this  increased  harvest 
if  It  would  be  detrimental  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources.   Tinker  sales 
should  be  keyed  to  a  level  of  production  i#tich  the  resource  can  safely 
sustain  and  not  at  the  expense  of  other  resources.   This  may  not  be  the 
case  with  timber  sales  in  the  southern  Big  Horn  r^untains.   Page  156 
indicates  that  timber  sales  in  this  area  would  have  a  long-term  impact 
on  elk.   Therefore,  we  recommend  that  all  timber  sales  be  coordinated 
with  WGFD  to  protect  and  maintain  Invortant  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
Me  also  reconnend  that  all  timber  harvest  maintain  a  protective  buffer 
zone  of  at  least  100  feet  measured  laterally  from  both  edges  of  all 
perennial  streams.  Pending  concurrence  by  MGFD,  any  easements  acquired 


lOj  Proposed  range  i^rovements  include  900  miles  of  fencing  (page  80). 

S  Fences  can  present  hazards  and  barriers  to  big  gaiee  moveMnt  and  can 
result  In  exclusion  of  big  game  froei  ii«iortant  habitats.   There  ere  no 
^  universal  fencing  guidelines  »*iich  can  be  applied  In  every  situation. 
k  Therefore,  we  recofimend  that  your  staff  coordinate  fencing  plant  closely 
I  with  MGFD  to  prevent  Impacts  to  wildlife.   The  construction  of  187 
Jreservoirs  Is  also  proposed.   Providing  permanent  water  sources  on 
■water-deficient  winter  big  geme  ranges  could  be  detrimental  to  wildllf* 
k and  should  not  be  developed  without  the  concurrence  of  MBFO. 

1  IjThe  DEIS  indicates  the  environmental  problems  of  coal  mining,  within 
I  many  floodplains  and  alluvial  valley  floors  in  Johnson,  Sheridan,  end 
j  northern  Canvbell  Counties,  would  be  high  (page  145)  and  the  probability 
7  that  impacts  could  be  mitigated  is  moderate.  If  this  is  the  cat*,  wa 
I  reconmend  that  your  agency  not  consider  leasing  areas  that  cannot  be 
fc  economically  reclaimed  to  their  original  condition. 


1 
1 


Improvement  in  range  conditions  through  various  livestock  Mnaganant 
techniques  and  range  inprovements.  that  may  result  from  the 
implementation  of  the  preferred  plan,  would  not  always  result  in  a 
long-term  positive  effect  of  all  wildlife  habitat  as  suggested  on  ptfi 
181.   The  preferred  plan,  as  indicated  on  page  181.  would  not 
signiflcally  iiii>rove  big  game  forage  and  cover,  riparian  habitat  and 
wildlife  distribution  on  approximately  160,000  acres  and  these  areas 
would  remain  in  less  than  desirable  condition.  Me  do  not  believe  the 
deferred  grazing,  as  proposed  under  the  preferred  alternative,  would 
result  in  the  improvement  to  woody  vegetation  as  suggested  on  page  183. 

Since  vtry   little  is  known  about  site-specific  conditions  of  rlperlan 
zones  within  the  resource  management  area,  the  proposed  monitoring  plan 
(page  36)  to  evaluate  range  condition  should  also  be  designed  to  monitor 
forage  utilization  and  trends  within  the  riparian  zona,  ktotlanda, 
riparian  and  aquatic  areas,  must,  in  most  cases,  receive  nMnagwMflt 
considerations  separate  from  those  of  upland  sites  if  they  are  to  be 
protected  and  preserved.   Livestock  access  to  riparian  or  streamslde 
zones  in  fair  to  poor  condition  should  be  restricted,  especially  In  th« 
Powder  River  Breaks,  to  allow  for  woody  vegetation  recovery  and 
maintenance.  Consideration  should  also  be  given  to  planting  of  wIUoms 
and  other  native  species  to  expedite  recovery  and  enhancement  of 
riparian  areas.   In  addition,  plans  for  managing  livestock  during 
drought  years  should  be  developed  with  full  consideration  for  riparian 
and  aquatic  zones. 

MjjThe  Lewis  woodpecker  Is  listed  under  Criterion  15  (page  224)  as  a  'Stat* 

JSpecies  of  High  Interest."   It  is  also  a  "Migratory  Bird  of  High  Federal 
^ Interest"  and  should  also  be  included  under  Criterion  14. 

15|jln  a  May  9,  2984.  memorandum  the  FWS's  Endangered  Species  Office  In 

|Helena,  Montana  concurred  with  biological  assessment  that  determined  "no 
Jaffect"  on  endangered  species.   This  letter  and  your  agency's  blologicel 
I  assessment  for  the  subject  resource  management  plan  should  be 
incorporated  Into  the  Appendix.   If  any  major  changes  have  been  mde  in 
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S^for  forest  management  purposes  (FQM-S,  page  34)  should  also  provide 
I  guaranteed  vehicular  access  for  public  recreation. 

6 J  The  Mildllfe  Habitat  Management  section  (page  30)  does  not  indicate  If 
I  habitat  management  plans  (»f^)  have  been  developed  for  wildlife.   This 
I  point  needs  clarification.   Me  reconmiend  that  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
Jpltce  high  priority  in  the  development  of  plans  to  protect  or  enhance 
I  wetlands,  riparian,  and  important  big  and  small  game  habitat.  Me 
I  encourage  the  development  and  implementation  of  the  proposed  hff*  to 
I  improve  and  protect  waterfowl  on  62  reservoirs.   In  this  regard,  this 
J  office  is  willing  to  assist  your  staff  in  site-specific  plans  to  1fl«)rove 
iMtcrfowl  habitat. 

7lkPage  47.  states  that  active  nests  of  raptor  species  of  high  federal 
5  interest  wi  11  be  protected  between  March  1  and  June  30.   The  Migratory 
I  Birds  of  High  Federal  Interest  list  was  developed  only  for  the  federal 
I  coal  program  and  should  not  be  used  for  determining  t#iet  species  of 
3  raptors  will  be  protected  from  other  land  use  activities.  Me  recomnend 
J  that  the  nests  of  the  following  nonendangered  raptor  species  receive  the 
I  following  seasonal  protection. 
i 

9  Golden  eagles February  1  -  July  15 

I  Osprey April  15  -  August  15 

I  Prairie  falcon r%rch  15  -  August  I 

I  Cfcrlln April  15  -  August  15 

J  Ferruginous  hawk r%rch  15  -  July  15 

I  Cooper's  hawk April  1  -  August  15 

I  Burrowing  owl April  15  -  July  15 

k  SMinson-s  hawk April  1  -  July  IS 

81  The  raptor  nest  information  provided  with  Wildlife  Hap  14  does  not 
I  contain  nesting  information  for  soma  of  the  above  species,  and  inventory 

1  data  for  noncoal  producing  areas  is  very  limited.   Therefore,  due  to  the 

2  lack  of  a  good  raptor  data  base  for  many  areas  within  the  resource  area, 
\m   recoeaiend  that  your  wildlife  staff  be  consulted  prior  to  the  Issuance 
I  of  all  rights-of-way  to  determine  if  nesting  raptors  would  be  affected 
band  >^at  measures  should  be  implemented  for  their  protection. 

0lM)st  of  the  habitat  protection  stipulations  included  as  part  of  the 

1  stream  protection  plan  on  page  28  and  wildlife  habitat  management  plar. 
Jon  pages  46-48.  indicate  that  they  can  be  waived  at  the  discretion  of 

2  the  area  manager.   The  earlier  DEIS  (page  36)  estimated  that  present 
1  restrictions  are  waived  about  75»  of  the  time.  1*  are  seriously 

I  concerned  about  the  conmion  practice  of  waiving  environmental  protection 

1  measures  and  recomnend  before  any  waiver  be  granted  that  Involves 

2  wildlife  that  the  area  manager  get  the  approval  of  WGFD,  and  the  FVfi  if 
lit  involves  endangered  species,  migratory  birds,  wetlands,  streams  and 
I  riparian  areas. 


5k  the  resource  management  plan  that  wre  not  addressed 
V  assessment,  you  should  reinitiate  c 
(Species  Office  in  Helena,  htentana. 


your  biological 


Please  contact  us  if  you  have  any  questions  i 
assistance. 


if  we  can  be  of  further 


CXJ^   <Ou.^->^A^^ 


Regional  Director,  n«,  Denver,  Colorado  (ES) 
Field  Supervisor,  FWS.  Billings.  f*>ntana  (ES) 
Team  Leader,  ¥}^,   Helena,  ^tontana  (SE) 
Director.  MGFD,  Cheyenne,  Myomlng 
State  Director.  BLW,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming 
FWS/EC,  Washington,  D.C. 
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Responses  to  Letter  17 

1.  See  response  5  to  letter  9. 

2.  A  site-specific  environmental  assessment  that  addresses 

soil  erosion  will  be  prepared  for  any  proposed  timber 
sale.  Timber  sales  will  not  take  place  if  severe  erosion 
cannot  be  prevented. 

3.  The  lands  identified  in  the  RMP/EIS  are  not  definitely 

scheduled  for  disposal;  they  are  merely  available  for 
further  consideration  for  disposal.  They  were  identified 
on  the  basis  of  various  criteria,  including  matters  about 
which  you  expressed  concern,  such  as  wildlife  and 
recreation.  Any  disposal  by  either  sale  or  exchange  would 
be  completed  only  after  a  site-specific  analysis  to 
determine  what  resource  values  are  present  and  whether 
or  not  disposal  would  be  in  the  best  public  interest. 

The  exchange  of  lands  identified  for  possible  sale  (73,000 
acres)  might  in  some  cases  be  in  the  public  interest.  If 
so,  the  exchange  would  be  undertaken.  The  1 1 8,000  acres 
identified  for  possible  exchange  will  not  be  considered 
for  other  forms  of  disposal  unless  the  disposal  clearly 
would  be  in  the  public  interest. 

4.  Noxious  weed  control  has  been  addressed  in  detail  in  an 

EA  (USDI,  BLM  1982b).  Specific  protective  measures  are 
described  on  page  238  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS. 

5.  Timber  sales  will  not  take  place  where  a  significant  impact 

on  fish  and  wildlife  would  result,  and  coordination  of  all 
timber  sales  with  the  WGFD  will  continue.  Guaranteed 
vehicular  access  for  public  recreation  on  roads 
constructed  for  timber  sales  may  not  always  be 
compatible  with  good  resource  management. 
Considerable  personnel  and  funding  would  be  required 
to  prevent  resource  damage  caused  by  recreational 
access. 

6.  An  HMP  for  the  Middle  Fork  area  has  been  completed.  The 

South  Big  Horns  HMP  is  being  developed  now.  The 
sequence  of  wildlife  HMP  development  is  outlined  under 
WHM-6  for  the  preferred  alternative  on  page  48  of  the 
second  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  wetlands  and  aquatic  HMP  is 
included.  The  proposal  to  prepare  HMPs  for  62  reservoirs 
is  part  of  Alternative  A  (continuation  of  present 
management  direction).  It  has  not  been  carried  forward 
in  Alternatives  B,  C,  or  D  since  most  of  the  reservoirs 
are  on  private  surface. 

7.  We   agree   with   the   seasonal   protection    periods   you 

suggested  for  nesting  raptors.  Decision  WHM-5  in  the 
"Wilderness  Habitat  Management"  section  of  chapter  2 
has  been  rewritten  to  accommodate  most  of  these 
seasonal  periods. 

8.  A  site-specific  analysis  is  conducted  on  each  right-of-way 

application.  The  wildlife  biologist  is  a  member  of  the  team 
that  performs  that  analysis. 

9.  Waivers  will  be  granted  only  after  analysis  of  effects  on 

wildlife  from  a  specific  development  proposal.  If  any 
significant  effects  are  expected,  the  WGFD  will  be 
consulted  before  the  action  is  approved.  We  will  continue 


to  consult  with  the  WGFD  or  the  USFWS,  as  appropriate, 
on  matters  of  concern  such  as  threatened  and  endangered 
species  and  migratory  birds. 

10.  We  regret  that  the  paragraph  you  refer  to  was  not  clear 
enough  to  prevent  misinterpretation.  A  change  has  been 
included  in  the  additions  and  corrections  for  chapter  3, 
under  page  80,  to  clarify  the  fact  that  the  range 
improvements  described  already  exist  on  BLM-managed 
land.  The  last  paragraph  on  page  80  describes  the 
proposed  range  projects.  Also  see  response  18  to  letter 
14. 


11.  The  second  draft  RMP/EIS  points  out  that  floodplains  and 

alluvial  valley  floors  are  part  of  the  BLM's  concern.  Some 
other  concerns  are  rough  topography,  steep  slopes, 
erosive  soils,  and  wildlife.  For  those  reasons,  many  areas 
are  declared  unsuitable  for  mining  and  are  not  included 
in  lands  available  for  further  consideration  for  competitive 
coal  leasing  under  the  preferred  alternative. 

12.  Measures  to  improve  range  condition  will  be  undertaken 

only  after  an  evaluation  of  ecological  range  condition  on 
the  individual  grazing  allotment.  The  BLM  also  will  assess 
the  needs  of  all  wildlife  species,  with  emphasis  on 
important  habitat  types  such  as  riparian  and  wetland  areas 
and  big  game  winter  range.  We  also  will  solicit  input  on 
proposed  range  improvements  and  livestock  management 
techniques  from  the  WGFD  and  the  USFWS  when 
appropriate. 

13.  Resource  monitoring  studies  established  in  conjunction 

with  AMPs  will  be  carried  out  on  key  management  areas, 
which  may  include  riparian  zones.  The  BLM  recognizes 
the  importance  of  riparian  zones  for  livestock  forage 
production,  wildlife  habitat,  and  water  protection. 

We  will  restrict  livestock  on  BLM  riparian  habitat  in  poor 
condition  only  if  range  management  techniques  have  not 
produced  a  desirable  change  in  condition.  We  also  plan 
to  work  with  individual  ranch  operators  to  promote  better 
distribution  on  BLM-managed  land  so  that  private  riparian 
and  wetland  areas  can  be  rested. 

Allotment-specific  actions  such  as  restriction  of  livestock 
access  to  riparian  areas,  reclamation  of  deteriorated 
riparian  zones  through  plantings,  and  management  of 
livestock  use  during  periods  of  drought  would  be 
considered  and  implemented  in  conjunction  with  AMPs 
or  HMPs.  Also  see  response  8  to  letter  9. 

14.  You  are  correct.  We  have  included  in  this  document  a 

correction  to  appendix  2  placing  the  Lewis'  woodpecker 
under  criterion  14  as  well  as  criterion  15. 

15.  A   paragraph   has   been   inserted   in   the  additions  and 

corrections  to  appendix  2  citing  the  USFWS  concurrence 
letter.  No  major  changes  have  been  made  that  were  not 
addressed  in  the  BLM's  biological  assessment,  which  the 
USFWS  concurred  with  in  its  May  9,  1984,  memo.  The 
assessment,  which  includes  field  survey  maps  and  data 
overlays,  is  available  for  review  in  the  Buffalo  Resource 
Area  office. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  SURFACE  MINING 

Reclamation  and  Enforcement 

BROOKS  TOWERS 

1020  IJTH  STREET 

DENVER.  COLORADO  8010J 

2    '   NOV  1384 


„,....,.„.   Chief, I  Mining   *n»ly.i8   Divi 
.*?R--fJchnical  Center,  Office  of  Surface  « 
?^Ilaination  and  Enforcement  (OSMl 

SUBJECT:         Buffalo         Resource       ,  "•"!«"'('  e,     ■■"" 
(RMPl/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

llWe  have  reviewed  the  draft  EIS  for  the  .u  f  f  a  1  o  R«P  and  are 
Lubm.ttin.  comments  and  suggestions  (attached)  for  your 
icon"  deration.  We  apprecat.  thrs  opportun.ty  to  P"""^''  '„  J 
Iche  review  of  the  document  and  look  forward  to  seeing  the  final 

|eis. 

JMcMullen  at  (303)  8<.4-56S6. 


7ksummariBed  in  para.   10  of  this  page.    If  this  acreage  is  known, 
Jplease  include  it. 

•IPage   150,   para.   7.    The  potential   problem  of   toxic  overburden 

{being   placed   in   the   rooting   lone   after   mining  should   be 

Idiscussed.     The   difference   between   overburden   and  substratum 
I  should  be  identified  for  the  reader's  benefit. 

9iPage  151,  para.  4.  The  statement  that  "800  acres  of  ponderoea 
Ipine/shortgrasa  prairie  vegetation*  *  "might  not  be  reclaim.ble 
imisleads  the  reader  until  it  is  explained  later  in  the  paragraph. 
I  We  suggest  the  paragraph  be  reworked  to  qualify  this  point  when 
Jit  is  first  made  and  so  to  prevent  the  possible  misunderstanding 
lof  it. 


18-2 


Responses  to  Letter  18 


OSM  Review  op  tbb 

DRIFT  IIS  roa  TBI 

BDPPALO  RESOURCE  HAMACeHENT  PLAH 

CASPER  DISTRICT,  inrOHIIIC 


Comment s/Suggeat  iooa; 

2J  Page  6,  para.  10.  The  proper  reference  for  regulations  of  the 
^Council  on  Environmental  Quality  "40  CFR  1500"  rather  than  "43 
h  CFR  1500 . " 

3J  Page  45,  paras.  1,  3,  and  5.    It  is  unclear  from  this  discussion 

khasard  (para.  1),  within  500  feet  of  water  sources  (para.  3),  and 
Jon  slopes  of  more  than  25  percent  (para.  5)  would  be  prohibited 
I  for  current  coal-mining  operationa,  for  propoaed  coal-mining 
I  operations,  or  for  both.  If  you  intend  to  restrict  coa  1- resource 
fcdevelopment  in  accordance  with  these  prohibitions,  they  should  be 
!  imposed  as  part  of  the  app 1 i c at i on-of-c oa 1  - uneu i t ab i I i ty-c r i ter ia 
J  process  . 

4|  Page  64,  table  3-1.  The  proper  abbreviation  for  ynits  of 
Jmicrograms  pet  cubic  meter  is  "ug/m  "  rather  than  "mcg/m  ." 

f  the  document,  you  may  want 

M.   E.  ,   and   others  ,   1984 , 

t  Plains  and  Rocky  Mountain 


S\   Page  110,  general.   In  thi 


{Hydrology  of  Area  50.  Northern  Great  Plains  and  Rocky  Hountai 
Icoal   Provinces,   Wyoming   and   Montana:     U.S.   Geological   Surve 
Iwater   Resource    Investigations   Open-file   Report    83-545    (in 
Jpress)."   This  report  is  available  from  the  District  Chief,  Wat 


eport  is  available  from  the  Di 

on,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming. 


S^Page  137,  para.  8.  There  is  no  Federal  requirement  that  an  "EIS 
|must  be  written  for  each  proposed  mine  plan,"  as  this  paragraph 
Jand  page  176,  para.  7,  state.  In  order  to  discharge  its 
I  responsibi lity  to  regulate  coal  mining  on  Federal  lands,  OSH  must 
Scoraply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  by  analysing 
|impacl8  that  would  reault  from  proposed  mining  prior  to 
5  recommend ing  a  decision  on  any  given  proposed  mining  plan 
linvolving  Federal  lease  tracts.  However,  this  impact  analyais 
Kneed  not  amount  to  an  environmental   impact  statement;    it  could 

Jfound  not  significant. 

/■Page  150,   para.   5.    The  acreage  that  would  be  diaturbed  by  the 

2"development   of   federal   coal"   under   alternative   A   is  not 

Jmentioned,  making  it  difficult  to  compare  the  areal  extent  of  the 

limpacls  from  coal  mining  to  soils  with  the  areal  extent  of  the 

limpacts    from   other   "users"   discussed   in   this   section  and 


1.  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

2.  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  our  error.  This  reference  has 

been  corrected  in  chapter  1. 

3.  These  conditions  refer  to  all  surface-disturbing  activities 

after  approval  of  this  plan.  They  are  identified  in  general 
areas  on  maps;  //ithin  those  areas  a  site-specific 
examination  is  made  for  any  potential  surface-disturbing 
activities.  The  conditions  will  be  applied  during  activity 
planning  before  a  potential  coal  tract  is  delineated. 

4.  Although  the  traditional  symbol  for  "micrograms"  is  the 

Greek  letter  "mu"  follow/ed  by  the  letter  "g,"  the 
abbreviation  "meg"  is  also  listed  in  Webster's  Third  New 
International  Dictionary.  Since  our  equipment  did  not  have 
the  capability  to  produce  the  Greek  letter  "mu,"  and  the 
use  of  the  letter  "u"  is  notan  acceptable  substitute  unless 
the  letter  is  hand-altered  to  resemble  a  "mu,"  we  have 
used  the  alternate  abbreviation,  "meg,"  for  better 
accuracy. 

5.  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.   We   have  added  this 

reference  in  the  additions  and  corrections  to  chapter  3 
(under  page  111)  and  cited  the  report  you  mentioned 
under  USDI,  GS  1984  In  the  Additional  References. 

6.  You  are  correct.  A  correction  has  been  made  to  chapter 

4  to  change  the  statement  to  read  "An  environmental 
assessment"  rather  than  an  EIS.  It  also  adds  that  if  an 
assessment  indicates  that  impacts  would  be  significant, 
an  EIS  may  be  required. 

7.  The  acreage  projected  to  be  disturbed  by  coal  mining  In 

ten  years  is  18,000  acres.  This  is  discussed  in  paragraph 
4  of  page  151.  The  figure  for  the  soils  discussion  on  page 
150  would  be  the  same. 
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8.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  specific  problem   with  toxic 

overburden.  If  toxic  overburden  ever  should  be  placed 
in  the  rooting  zone  after  mining,  we  agree  it  would  be 
a  potential  problem.  We  assume,  however,  that  if  toxic 
overburden  were  encountered  it  would  be  buried  below 
the  maximum  rooting  zones.  Root  zone  material  will  come 
from  stockpiled  soil  sources,  which  would  not  include 
toxic  material.  This  matter  will  be  evaluated  site- 
specifically  at  the  time  of  leasing  and  during  the 
development,  review,  and  approval  of  a  mining  and 
reclamation  plan.  An  EIS  and  public  involvement  would 
be  necessary  during  leasing  and  development. 

We  have  added  definitions  of  overburden  and  substratum 
to  the  Glossary  Supplement. 

9.  We  agree  that  the  statement  about  reclaimability  on  page 

151  might  be  misunderstood.  A  change  has  been  entered 
in  the  additions  and  corrections  for  chapter  4  in  an  attempt 
to  clarify  the  statement. 


19-2 


|<^.WMi  WYCMfING  CHAPTER 
Wlffifl^/  SIERRA  CLUB 


COHHBHTS  OM  THE  SECORD  DIAFT 

KESODRCE  HAMACEMENT  PLAN 

AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEHENT 

FOR  THE  BUFFALO  RESOURCE  AREA 

CASPER  DISTRICT,   UTOHING 


conoents  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  the 
he  Sierra  Club.  They  also  represent  my 
on  the  Second  Drsft  of  the  Buffalo 
source  Area  RMP/dElS.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
nvey  these  cooments,   I  hope  they  will  be  useful. 


The  foil 
WyoBlng  Chapte 


I  have  attempted 
arts:    (l|  vlll  address  the  d 
nd  (2|  will  be  sore  specific. 


ganlz 


UlU   General  Comments 

1  Overall  the  second  Draft  RHP/EIS  for  the  Buffalo  Area 
lis  a  better  document  than  the  first.  It  Is  better  written, 
kaore  precise,  detailed.  snd  useful.  Unfortunately,  the 
Jwyonlng  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  believes  the  document  Is 
Idriven  by  an  underlying  desire  to  promote  full  development 
iof  all  the  resources  in  the  Buffalo  Area  with  Utcle  regard 
kfor  the  environ mental  consequences  --  except  where 

2  consideration  of  Impacts  is  required  by  law.  This  is  a 
Ifundamental  flaw  In  the 

!    ■' 

Jdocunent  do  not  represent  meaningful  opt  Ions.  There  Is  a 
V'no  action"  alternative.  and  an  attempt  at  an  environmental 
kalternatlve;  yet.  the  other  two  alternatives  --  the 
^preferred  alternative  and  "Alternative  C"  --  seem  almost 
Sldentical.  Another  option.  which  might  Include  some  of  the 
|"conf lict 
Ireal  cholc 


dEIS. 
rned  that  the  alternatives  identified 


olutlon"  alternatives  should   be   included, 
luld  then  be  available,   not  just  a  choice 
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WYOMING  CHAPTER 
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Box  376,   Kaycee 
82639-0376 


November  21  ,   198I4 


Glen  Besstnger,   Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,   Wyoming  8283« 


Enclosed  please  find  the  comments  of  the  Wyoming  CHapter  of 
the  Sierra  Club  on  the  Buffalo  Area  draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Thank  you  for  this  opportunity 
to  comment.   Thank  you  also  for  providing  a  hearing.   Although 
sparsely  attended,   the  hearing  provided  a  valuable  opportunity 
for  public  comment. 

I  look  forward  to  receiving  a  copy  of  the  Final,   which  will  — 
hopefully  —  include  another  Alternative.   Otherwise,   I  con- 
gratulate you  and  your  office  for  the  amount  of  hard  work  you 
have  put  into  the  dRMP/EIS. 

Sincerely , 


Mark  Gordon,   Chairman 
Conservation  Commitee 


Ijbetween  the  environmental  alternative,  the  "no  action" 
J alternat 1 ve  ,   and  the  two  pro-development  a  1 ternat I ve a . 

I        A  new  alternative  would  be  useful  for  tlne-tunlng  the 

S  broad  recommendations  Included  In  each  of  the  exlstlni; 
alternatives.  Areas  of  particular  concern  to  the  Wyoming 
•  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  are  the  three  Ullderness  Study 
kAreaa,  and  energy  mlnerala  leasing.  where  we  are  concerned 
Jthat  not  enough  flexibility  Is  built  Into  the  existing 
•program  to  allow  for  more  sensible  snd  sensitive  energy 
kleasing.  A  new  slternatlve  might  present  a  mix  of 
jwllderness  study  area  recommend  at lona ,  a  ranking  of  coal 
Jleaeing  areas.  a  ranking  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  areaa  .  a 
Ischedule  of  timber  harvest  areas.  snd  a  discussion  of 
Imlnersl  leasing  areas. 

In  general.  I  (Ind  the  Buffalo  Area  RHP/dEIS  a 
frustrating  document.  This  Is  the  piece  of  work  which  Is 
Intended  to  guide  the  management  of  the  Buffalo  Area  BLM 
lands  and  responsibilities.  While  recommendations  are 
fairly  specific  In  some  areas.  for  example,  the  management 
of  WSAa;  there  are  many  areas,  such  as  timber  management, 
where  details  concerning  nanagement  of  specific  tracta  next 
to  WSAs,  for  Inatance,  where  important  information  Is 
lacking. 

^1  In  the  caae  of  timber  harvesting  In  or  sdjacent  to 
JWSAa,  only  the  broadest  considerations  are  given.  Eismplea 
Jmlght  be  the  mention  that  no  logging  Is  expected  In  the 
|Cardner  Mountain  WSA  until  the  1990a.  A  more  ueeful 
I contrlbut Ion  would  have  been  a  atatement  like.  "It  la  not 
Jexpected  that  Logging  will  occur  In  the  Gardner  Mountain 
IWSA.  Under  Alternative  "X"  timber  sales  will  not  commence 
|untll   Date   1990.    There   are   three   sales   scheduled.   They 

I  I  recognlie  that  the  Inclusion  of  all  thla  Information 
|for   the   entire   area  would   be   an   ioDense   undertaking   and 

S  serve  a  limited  purpose;  however,  the  inclusion  of  this 
kind  of  detailed  Information  is  necessary  In  order  to 
Icontemplate  the  best  dispensation  of  the  lands  In  USA 
•status. 

3J  I  would  have  found  a  more  detailed  dlacosslon  of  the 
^various  range  clasal f I  cat  lona  than  that  found  In  Appendix  3 
|uaeful.  The  Interpretation  of  the  Maintain,  Improve,  and 
JCuatodlal  deslgnatlona  la.  I  believe,  very  subjective. 
•Although  emplrlcsl  data  about  range  conditions  are  aupooaed 


"T'lfat  Mind  opposition  to  progress,  but  opposition  to  bHndprogressr 
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31  to  be  Included  In  the  dealgnatlon  of  en  »re«  at  either  M, 
I  I.  or  C,  1  krov  thet  In  our  dl.coeilonB  vlth  fomer  Area 
(Hanager  Foreat  Llttrel,  cone Iderat lone  auch  aa  water 
^development  "ere  alao  Included  In  the  dealgnatlona  --  even 
lln  caaea  where  the  range  condition  waa  In  either  good  or 
jexcellent  condition.  I  found  the  dlacuaalon  of  the  MIC 
!  claaalflcatlona  confualng  becauae  It  Implied  range  condition 
1 conalderatlona  where  thoae  might  not  alwaya  have  been 
Spacamount.  »  more  thorough  dlacuaalon  of  the  MIC  program 
{would  help  the  reader  better  underatand  the  dealgnatlon  of 
Srange  landa. 

41  In  general,  I  thought  the  grating  aapecta  of  the 
TdBMP/EIS  were  helpful  and  uaelul.  The  Uyomlng  Chapter  of 
Jthe  Sierra  Club  aupporta  the  meaaurea  delineated  In  the 
Idocument  for  grazing.  The  poaalble  exception  would  be  where 
ktlmber  harveat  and  grating  might  conflict.  Here  It  aeema 
Slogging  takea  precedence  over  grazing,  and  the  public  aa 
Jwell  aa  the  llveatock  operator  la  left  out  of  the  declalon 
Imaklng  proceaa. 

5^  I  didn't  find  algnlflcant  Information  about  what  the 
J BLM  would  do  to  auapend  or  deny  actlvltlea  In  locatlona 
|where  algnlflcant  cultural  reaouce  altea  were  uncovered  by 
|accldent  by  development  actlvltlea.  A  more  thorough 
Sdlacuaalon  may  be  neceaaary.  Alao,  I  am  concerned  with  the 
lability  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  effectively  and 
Ipromptly  Inventory  cultural  reaource  data.  The  BLM  might 
knot  have  enough  archeologl a t a  and/or  hlatotlana  to  do  the 
Jjob.  To  date,  I  underatand  that  the  BLH  haa  Inventoried 
lapprOKlmately  51  of  the  landa  In  the  Caaper  Dlatrlct.  will 
Ithere  be  areaa  of  overlapping  Jurladlctlon  with  the  Uyomlng 
ksHPO  or  the  OSM?   If  ao,   how  will  theae  laeuea  be  reaolvedt 

I  The  Uyomlng  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  wlahea  to  point 
lout  that  the  BLM  la  auppoaed  to  Inventory  "apUt  eatate" 
(lands  unleaa  apeclflcally  objected  to  In  writing  by  the  land 
Jowner  aa  per  Executive  Order  11593  and  the  National  Hlatorlc 
Jpreaervatlon  Act  of  1966. 

Il  I  am  confuaed  by  the  Inclualon  of  Appendix  7.  la 
{Appendix  7  the  Ullderneaa  Study  Area  dEIS  for  the  Buffalo 
lArea?  It  aaya  It  la,  but  the  RMP/dEIS  never  apeclflcally 
jmentlonea  that  Appendix  7   la  the  Ullderneaa  EIS  and   that 

S  Individuals   Intereated   In  commenting   on  any   of   the   USAa 
Bhould  pay  particular  attention  to  It.   For  the  record, 
jthe  Uyomlng  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  attongly  objecte  to 
ithe   Inclusion   of   Appendix   7   If   It   la   Intended   as   the 


•kPage  «.    Additional  cultural  reaource  altea  that  could  or 
K  have   been   damaged   are   Cantonment   Reno.    the 

Bozeman  Trail,   and  aeveral  homcatead  sites. 

10k'*8<  '"•  T""  Uyomlng  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  firmly 
oppoaes  giving  the  BLH  greater  flexibility  la 
achedullng  propoaed  timber  aalea.  The  market 
for  timber  la  aoft,  and  many  aalea  In  the  Rocky 
Kountelna  are  at  a  deficit  according  to  the 
Foreat  Service.  We  can  aee  no  reaaen  to  believe 
snythlng  else  is  true  with  regsrd  to  BLH  timber 
ssles.  Uhat  la  needed  la  not  greater 
flexibility  but,  rather,  greater  public 
acrutlny.  Ue  would  recommend  a  more  defined 
public  Involvement  proceaa  for  achedullng  timber 
aalea. 

1  19  Page  10.   At  the  hearing  held  In  Buffalo  on  26  September 
I  1984,     I   commented   that  more   discussion  was 

S  needed   on   curtailing   grazing   allotmeota   00 

commercial   foreatland.    Although  the  laaue  Is 
discussed   more   specifically   later   In   the 
k  document,     I   atlll   would   like   to   aee   more 

1  dlacuaalon  of  what  thla  would  mean  In  terms  of 

2  fencing  commitments  and  other  meaaurea  needed  to 
J  limit  llveatock  browalng  and  trampling.  Uho 
I             would  bear  the  coata  of  auch  activity? 

122Page  11.   "Dlapoaal  of  Public  Land  within  the  given  graslng 
I  leaae  ahould  not  be  conaldcred  unleaa  all  th* 

SI  public  land  In  that  leaae  can  be  dlepoaed  of." 

I  Thla  policy  aeema  Inflexible.    1  do  not  know  of 

5  any   PLPMA   or   NEPA   provlalon   requiring   theee 

I  condltlona.    It  would  aeem  there  would  be  caaee 

where   the   dlapoaal   of   portlona   of   a   grazing 
leaae   might   be   in   the   public   Intereet   and 
disposal  of  all  the  land  aaaoclated  with  that 
I  leaae   would   not.     Thla   comment   needa   more 

I  Juatlflcatlon. 

tSJPage  16.   The  Uyomlng  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  doee  not 

believe  three  alternatlvea  were  coneldered  for 

the   USAa;     de   facto   there   are   only   two: 

Ullderneaa  dealgnatlon  recommende t lone   for  all 

g  three   or   non-wi Iderneaa   deelgnatlon.     There 

I  ahould  be  a  third  alternetive  of  dealgnating  at 

Sleaat  one  of  the  areaa  aa  per  the  "ullderneaa" 
m  aection  of  Chapter  5,   page  205,   three  comments 

page  5 


J!  Page 
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on  Buffalo  Area  RHP/dEIS 


62uilderness  EIS.  Horeover,  we  do  not  believe  the  Inclualon 
J  of  an  Appendix  EIS  In  another  EIS  will  meet  KEPA 
\   requ  1  rement  a  .     I   am   alao   confuaed   by   the   fact   that 

1  conversatlona   1  have  had  with  membera  of  the  Buffalo  and 

2  Casper  offlcea  of  the  BLH,  all  auggeated  a  aeperate 
J  document  waa   being   prepared   for   the   Ullderneaa  EIS.    The 

1  Uyomlng  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  atrongly  recommende  that 

Sthia   isaue   be   clarified   prior   to   release   of   a   final 
,  Ulldernes  EIS  for  the  Buffslo  Resource  Area. 

'I       Pinally,   I  am  aurprlted  that  no  discussion  of  mineral 
{withdrawal  for  the  North  Fork,    Gardner  Mounteln,    and  -- 
S  for  that  matter  --  Fortification  Creek  USAs  waa  Included  In 
:epc  of  withdrawing  theae  areaa  from 
ration  haa  often  been   auggeated  even  by  BLH 
the  North  Fork  USA.   And,   there  aeema  to  be 
of   ACEC.    Outatanding  Natural,    or  Reaource 
r  any  of  the  USAa.   I  have  recommended 
th  Fork  many  timea.   And  according  to 
Jthe  "Ullderneaa"  aection  of  Chapter  5,    page  205,    four 

2  comments  out  of  17  (almoat  24Z)  favored  ACEC  dealgnatlona 
I  for   the   USAa.     Poaaibly   three   more   favored   Ullderneaa 

1  dealgnatlon.     In   other  worda,    411   of   thoae   commenting 

2  favored  protection  for  the  USAa.  ill  of  thoae  commenting, 
^reelly  only  two  people,  wanted  the  areaa  left  undea Igna t ed . 
k  Something  uaeful  needa  to  be  aaid  about  theae  alternatlvea 
{for  , 


Jior 
the  RMP/dEIS.  The 
k  mineral  explo 
I  employeea  for 
J  no  diacusslon  of 
\  Nstursl  deslgnatlo 
I  the 
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6|j  Page  I. 

I 


he  four  alternatlvea  arc  Inadequate.  The  "no 
action"  and  "envl ronnen t a  1"  alternatlvea  are 
dlacuaaed.  but  there  la  no  aeanlgful  cholca 
between  the  "econontc  developaent"  and 
"preferred"  alternatlvea.  Another  alternativa 
providing  for  at  leaat  the  dealgnatlon  of  one 
WSA  and  the  dlacuaalon  of  the  other  USAa  under 
alternatlvea  to  bu 1 t 1 ple-uae ;  for  exaaple, 
ACEC  dealgnatlon  for  North  Fork.  Alao,  olneral 
withdrawal  for  the  North  Pork  and  Gardner 
Mountain  USAa  needa  dlacuaalon. 


13J 

14j  Pagea 

! 


received  on  the  flrat  dRMP/EIS  (or  nearly  IflX  of 
the  connenta)  auggeated  thla  option. 

nfllct  reaolutlon"  alternatlvea  for 
iountaln  and  North  Fork  USAa  refer 
olvlng  potential  probleae  with 
reat  landa.    There  la  no  dlcuaalon 

conflict  reaolutlon  with  graslng 
he  Fortification  Creek  "conflict 
Iternatlve  only  dlffera  In  that  It 
e  roOB  for  oil  and  gaa  activity. 

ude     reflecta    the    general 


>d  18.   The  "co 

the  Gardner 

only   to   re, 

commercial  ft 

of   poaalble 

leaalea.     1 

reaolutlon"  i 

aeeka  to  mat 

Thla    a t  t  1 

aid  like 
k   do 


15|Page  21. 


pro-developaent  tone  of  the  RHF.  I  wc 
to  have  aeen  a  little  Bore  hoBcwoi 
particularly.  with  affected  rancher 
thla  alternative  waa  so  perfuntorlly  dli 


a  rancher,  I  aa  concerned  by  auch  coBsenta  aa : 
"Llveatock  graxfng  nay  be  reauthorized  on  tiaber 
harveat  areaa  after  auceaaful  reeatabl 1 ahaent  of 
a  new  stand  of  trees."  Although  I  ceratlnly 
support  the  notion  of  allowing  re foreat at  Ion  to 


I 


the 


of 


grazing  auspenalona.  In  the  caae  of  Packaaddla 
Canyon,  an  area  we  graze  In,  arc  cattle  aova 
freely  between  Sink  Sprlnga  (USCS  Topographic 
Hap  "Horseshoe  Canyon")  and  Packaaddle.  U« 
depend  on  this  ability  to  aove  to  Inaure  proper 
aanageaent  of  our  llveatock,  aad  to  guard 
agalnat  ove r-grai Ing .  If  the  BLH  aquirea  acccaa 
to  these  landa,  and  If  the  BLH  Intends  to 
harveat  treea  In  the  Packaadd le /SI nk  Springs 
area,  and  If  the  BLM  gets  the  greater 
fleKlblllty  It  aeeka  In  aclUng  Ita  eoaaerclal 
tlaber.  It  Is  entirely  possible  that  disruption 
of  our  asnageaent  would  occur  at  a  tlae  when  we 
did  not  expect  It  nor  could  we  plan  for  It, 
thereby  crippling  the  aanageaent  of  our  cattle. 
thla  could  lead  to  over-grazing  In  either  of  the 
Canyons  by  Halting  the  arcs  in  which  the  cattle 
graze.  I  do  not  want  to  laply  that  we  won't  do 
our  best  to  protect  the  resource  entrusted  to 
ua,  rather  ay  concern  la  —  bearing  In  aiad  the 
pro-developaent  nature  of  the  RHP  --  that 
grazing  lesaeea  will  get  abort  ahrlft  whan 
tlaber  aalea  arc  planned.  And  that,  »•  a 
rcault,  the  overall  resource  will  suffer.  Hore 
discussion  needs  to  be   Included  about  graslng 
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Buffalo  Arc*  RMP/dEIS 


1*1 


!••••«   conaulcadon   In   timber 
dlicutsion  should  b«   Included  at 
of  Joba  dependent  on  tlaberlng, 
Che  llveatoek  Induatry. 


19  Pag*  33.   Saae 


J. 


\ 


>age  21  coaaenca.  Thla  page  of  the 
id  Alternative.  however,  la  Bore 
frightening  becauae  It  suggeata  grating  would 
not  be  reauthorlied  unleaa  It  did  not  Impair  the 
"productive  capacity  of  the  foreatland..." 
Again.  llveatoek  uaea  of  the  land  are 
considered  aecondary.  I  as  not  sure  thla  will 
be  productive  to  the  overall  atewardahlp  of  the 
public  domain.  Huch  more  dlacusslon  la 
neeeaaary  of  the  possible  pcnaltlea  livestock 
operatora  will  endure  aa  a  reault  of  the  SLH'a 
declalon  to  favor  loggers  on  these  foraated 
landa.  What  management  declaiona  will  be  made  to 
limit  graaingT  who  will  be  reapoaible  for 
fencea  etc. 7  Who  will  pay  for  the  roads?  whst 
win  the  specif  Icatlona  on  Roada  beT 

39.  LR-4  Are  the  landa  discussed  for  further 
disposal?  Uhat  public  acrutlny  la  Involved? 
Who  will  Che  dlapoaal  of  theae  lands  benefit? 
How  will  the  dlapoaal  of  theae  lands  affect  the 
management  of  them?  Have  they  been  Inventoried 
to  make  aure  the  public  haa  ample  opportunity  to 
uae  them  for  the  public  benefit?  Are  there  any 
environmentally  aenaltlve  holdlnga  being 
considered  for  dlapoaal? 


dlacusslon  of  withdrawing 
mineral  leaaing.  Theae 
he   BLHa   criteria   for   WS 


M  and  42.  There 
three  WSAa 
areae   that 

There  la  great  concern  to  protect  theae  landa 
from  deve lopment .  Why  then  are  they  going  to  be 
put  up  for  leaae?  The  Wyoming  Chapter  of  the 
Sierra  Club  be  11  eve  a  all  these  WSAs  should  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  activity  subject  to  valid 
exlatlng  rights.  This  is  the  best  wsy  to 
protect  these  fragile  lands  from  the  deleterious 
effects  of  oil  and  gas  activity  and/or  mining. 
The  atlpulations  attached  to  leases  will  not 
protect  the  sensitive  environments  of  theae 
WSAa.  Moreover,  The  RHP  document  several  times 
refers  to  the  mlnlscule  opportunity  for 
production   in  cither   the   Gardner   Hountain  or 
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Uh.t  happened  to  proposed  withdrawal,  of  the  North 
Fork  and  Gardner  Mountain  WSAa?  Uhat  about  the 
Fortification  Creek  WSA?   See  Page  1  conmenta. 

Why  lan't  the  Bud  Love  Game  Range  a  candidate  for 
withdrawal? 

The  Wyoming  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
emphatically  oppoaea  dropping  *CEC  atatua  for 
the  Red  Wall.  Occupancy  reatrlctlone  do  not 
adequately  protect  the  area.  Thl.  la  a  .cenlc 
treasure.   It  deaerve.  protection  as  an  ACEC. 


The  dlacuaalon  under 
Blnerala   In   USAs"   f> 
withdrawal  of  the  WSAs 


detailed 
eatened  ar 
one  la  dla 


able"   an 
r   speaka 


able 
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onducted       f 
What    happe 


1  19. 
122. 
U3. 


In 


chart! 


A9  a  rancher  with  experience  In  the  Southern  Big 
Horna,  I  take  Issue  with  the  notion  that 
clearcut  regeneration  will  reach  the  point  where 
recreation  Is  again  desirable  in  15-20  year.. 
Add  about  5-10  yeara  and  It  might  be  cloeer  to 
the  mark. 

Please  note  that  "Fore.t  activities  tend  to  shift 
the  recreation  opportunltlea  In  an  area  from 
semlpr Imlt Ive  to  those  thst  occur  In  rosded 
natural  aettlnga.  The  change  brought  about  by 
added  roads  repreaenta  a  long-term  committment 
to  motorlied  recreational  opportunltlea."  The 
decision  to  sell  timber  In  the  Csrdner  Mountain 
and  North  Fork  WSAa,  therefore,  could  be 
considered  a  recreational  mansgement  decision. 
The  Wyoming  Chspter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
emphatically  dlaapproves  of  turning  theae  WSAs 
into  roaded  areaa. 
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Comments  on  Buffalo  Ares  RMP/dEIS 


res  RMP/dEIS 


^•1 


ItlPsge  44. 


North   Fork  WSA. 
from   leasing   the 
logical   step   to 


Why  not  just  eliminate  them 
?     It   would   seem   the   most 

arda   Intelligent   protective 


s  stated  at  the  hearing  in  Buffalo.  the  accesa 
propoaed  for  the  North  Fork  USA  la  unacceptable. 
The  primitive  campground  would  be  located  at  a 
windmill  with  unpotable  water.  Moreover.  that 
windmill  la  operated  for  only  about  one  month  of 
the  year.  The  rest  of  the  time  there  would  be 
no  water  available  for  several  miles.  The 
proposed  crsil  would  crsvel  lees  than  three 
hundred  feet  from  the  Gordon  Ranch  Cow  Canp. 
Vandalism.  disruption  of  livestock.  confusion 
ss  to  where  the  public  domain  began,  and 
poasible  polution  of  the  well  leading  to  the  cow 
camp  --  the  only  water  available  for  cow  camp, 
would  all  severely  Impact  the  land,  the  land 
owner,  and  the  management  of  the  public  domain 
without  any  real  benefit.  The  recreational 
opportunities  available  in  Pack  Saddle  are  not 
nearly  as  fulfilling  as  those  in  the  North  Fork 
Canyon.  The  Wyoming  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
la  concerned  with  the  protection  of  the 
sensitive  environment  of  Pass  Creek.  The  acceas 
route  would  probably  divert  too  many  people  into 
this  gem  of  a  stresm.  This  would  result  In  the 
lose   of   wildlife   habitat   and   damage   to   the 


tional 


It 


i^ld 


proble 


he  Wyoming  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  takes  issue 
with  the  statement  that  the  demand  for  sawtimber 
haa  been  ateady.  What  demand  for  sswtlmberT 
Local  or  national?  Locally.  chat  ie  Wyoming, 
the  timber  induaCry  haa  been  experiencing  one  of 
the  worst  yeara  ever.  Evidently  all  Che  Clmber 
aalea  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  National  Forests 
hsve  been  deficit  ssles.  More  to  the  point, 
Wyoming  Sswmills  burned  down  last  aummer. 
Although  they  appear  Interested  in  rebuilding, 
they  are  certainly  do  not  aound  enthuaiaatlc 
about  it.  They  do  not  want  to  or  cannot  pay  to 
rebuild  a  more  efficient  plant.  In  fact,  they 
have  atated  thaC  unless  several  conditions  are 
met.  they  will  not  rebuild.  This  doea  not 
apeak  well  for  the  demand  for  aawtimber.  See 
Page  21  and  23  coaaenca. 


30jPage  145. 
aijiPage  149. 

i 

32|jPage  163. 

5 

33|iPage     172. 
34|page     W9. 

! 

35|iFsge     I8>. 
3e|Page     185. 

I 


The  suspension  of  livestock  use  on  commercial 
forests  could  also  impair  Che  manageabl 1 1 Cy  of 
the  grazing  lease.   Please  consider  Che  Impacts. 

See  Page  145  comments. 

Discussion  on  oil  and  gas  as  well  as  mlnersl 
development  speaks  to  withdrawal  of  these  lands 
from  mineral  activity.  Not  much  would  be  lost, 
evldenCly,   If  Che  areas  were  wlchdrawn. 

What  is  Che  difference  becween  the  Cultural 
Resource  programs  under  Alcernacive  B  and  C7 

The  comment  that  "increased  costs  of  operation 
would  result  from  the  excluaion  of  motor  vehicle 
use  for  normal  management  operations  such  ss 
fence  maintenance..."  is  categorically  opposed 
to  the  95th  Congress'  Committee  ReporC  Language 
dealing  with  this  specific  Issue.  Quoting  from 
the  BLM's  own  document  entitled  Wilderneaa 
Management  Policy.  published  September  1981, 
page  22: 


area  prior  to  Its  classification  as  wilderness  (including 
fences,  line  cabins,  water  wells  and  lines,  stock 
tanks,   etc.)   is  permlssable  in  wlldernesB. 

Where  practical  alternatives  do  not  exist,  maintenance 
or  other  act Ivl ties  may  be  accomplished  through  the 
occasional  use  of  eoCerized  equlpmenC.  This  nay  Include, 
for  example,  Che  use  of  backhoes  to  maintain  stock 
ponds,  pickup  trucks  for  major  fence  repairs.  or 
specialized  equipment  Co  repair  aCock  watering 
faciliCies. 

Moreover,  page  284  of  Che  RHP  would  seem  to 
concradict  the  use  of  Che  word  "excluded."  The 
use  of  Che  word  "excluded"  la.  therefore, 
improper.  Perhsps  "restricted"  or  "limited" 
would  work  better. 
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19-12 


19-14 


Coasentt  on  tuffalo  Area  RHP/dEIS 

STIPaie  190.   Th«  Jlscutiloti  of  u«lnj  •ech.nlol  equipment  to 

S  aupprcss  flrea  In  dealgnated  USAa  la  In  conflict 

I  with   eatabUahed   olldcrneaa   area   aanagcaent 

I  policy. 

SSgpr  205.  Por  the  record,  note  pleaae  that  of  17  connenta 
regarding  WSAa  received,  47X  thought  there  were 
no  good  reaaona  not  to  protect  at  leaat  one  of 
the  WSAb.  All  favored  ao«e  foca  of  protective 
nanageaent  for  the  USAa.  And  nearly  24Z  favored 
ACIC  dealgnatlon.  Half  that  aany  did  not  favor 
wllderneaa  dealgnat lona .  There  aeeaa  to  be  a 
large  percentage  of  people  concerned  with 
pteaervlng  the  USAa.  The  RMP  ahould  recognlte 
thla  fact. 

Coaaenta  on  Appendix  7 

StJPage  272.  Why  were  the  conflict  reaolutlon  alternatlvea  not 

I  aore   thoroughly   conaldered,    and   why   weren't 

I  conflict  reaolutlon  alternatlvea  conaldered  for 

J  affected  llveatock  operatora. 

40|Page  284.   See  Page   185  coaaenta   tor  dlacuaalon   on   fence 

C  aalntenance.      See    Page   44    coaaenta    for 

J  dlacuaalon  on  acceaa.   The  auggeated  acceaa  for 

I  the   Borth   Pork   USA   la   unaceptable.     Indeed. 

I  there  la  no  need  for  acceaa. 

4lSPage  302.  Dlacuaalon  on  Foreat  Hanageaent  aeeaa  to  go 
agalnat  eatabllahed  wllderneaa  aanageaent. 
Pleaae  explain. 


IJPage 


fee. 


ad)a 


prope 


4tSPage  315.   The   coaaent   that 

■  often  charge  an  a 

I  deny  acceaa."    la   alaleadlng.    Ue   charge   an 

J  acceaa   fee   to   huntera   wlahlng   to   hunt   under 

I  aupervlalon  on   the  Cordon   Ranch.    Ue  do  not 

I  charge  an  acceea  fee  for  11  aontha  out  of  the 

I  year.   To  aay  the  hunting  fee  la  an  acceaa  fee 

3  la  atretchlng  the  aeanlng.    A  more  correct  way 

I  of  deacclblng  our  aanageaent  poaltlon  would  be: 

i  "Ownera   of   adjacent   property   often   charge   an 

I  acceaa  fee  during  hunting  .eaaon..."  or  "Ownera 

S  of  adjacent  property  aoaetlaea  charge  an  acceaa 

I  fee..."   Pleaae  be  aware  the  aaae  aay  be  true  of 

I  the  other  USAa. 


Coaaenta  on  Buffalo  Area  RHP/dtlS 

60J  character   of   the   given   landa.     There   ahould   be   aoae 
^fle«lblllty  In  the  prograa. 

...  Finally,    the  general  P""'''''' '»'""',  ""°''{i'i 

*'Jd«HF/EIS  ahould  be  aodlfled.   The  '" '"">"  »/  *  ""'°""' 
i.ltern.tl.e  auch  aa  that  dlecuaa.d  above  could  help. 


(eapectfully  aubaltted  by 

Hark  Gordon,  Chalraan 
Conaervatlon  Coaalttee 
Uyoalng  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
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Responses  to  Letter  19 


Buffalo  Area  RHP/dEIS 


43J  Page  324.   See  Page  185  coaaenta  for  reaaona  why  the  word 
I  "exclualon"   la   Improper.     Uae   "Halted"   or 

I  "reatrlcted"  when  referlng  to  llveatock  facility 


441  Page  324.   The  coaaent  that  legal  acceaa  would  be  had  for  an 
'  additional   16,000   acrea   of   undealgnated   land 

aasumea  acceaa  which  la  not  a  given  —  and  la 
not  neceaaary  for  the  management  or  dealgnatlon 


I 

409  P«ge  303.  The  ETSI  Coal  Slurry  Pipeline  has  been  abandoned. 


CoBClyloo 

^•J  .  The  Uyoalng  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  wlahee  to  convey 
I  Ita  atrong  aupport:  for  the  inclualon  of  the  Fortification 

1  WSA  In  the  National  Wllderneaa  SyaCen.    Aa  ataced  on  pagea 

2  318,  322,  and  325.  the  Inclualon  of  the  Sagebrush  Steppe 
lecoayatea/Great  Plains  Short  Craaa  Prarle  province.  which 
I  Fortification  Creek  la,   would  enhance  the  diversity  of  the 

1  NWS.  Fortification  Creek  ahould  becone  a  designated 
"wilderneas  area  subject  to  valid  existing  rlghca. 

471  Additionally,  the  Wyoming  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
I reconaenda  Research  Natural  area  atatus  for  the  North  Fork 

2  Pass  Creek.  Gardner  Creek.  and  Johnson  Creek  Canyona  In 
I  the  North  Fork  WSA.  This  will  protect  a  valuable  wildlife, 
inatural.  and  scenic  treasure.  Portions  of  the  area  should 
Salso  be  conaldered  for  ACEC  status. 

Mm'%  All   three   USAs   should   be   withdrawn   froa   alneral 

I  activity  subject  to  valid  existing  rlghta.  More  public 
Sacrutlny  ahould  be  applied  to  tlaber  sales  in  the  WSAs.  And 
"a  aeperate  Wllderneaa  dEIS  aust  be  published  and  circulated. 

491  Leaa  coal  ahould  be  lesaed.  The  PRLA  probleaa  need 
Sspeedy  reaolutlon  without  sacrificing  laportant 
Jlenvlronaental  coocerna. 

60i  Disposal  of  Public  Land  ahould  be  done  under  close 
|publlc  scrutiny  except  where  the  benefits  sre  obvious  and  do 
|not   coaproaiae   either   the   aanageabl 11 t y   or   envi ronaenCal 


1.  See  response  5  to  letter  9  and  response  30  to  letter  14. 

2.  All  timber  sales  proposed  for  the  next  ten  years  are 

described  in  this  document,  including  those  in  areas 
adjacent  to  WSAs.  Further,  the  "no  wilderness"  alternative 
sections  and  associated  Timber  Resource— No 
Wilderness  maps  in  appendix  7  of  the  second  draft  explain 
how,  where,  and  when  timber  sales  within  WSAs  might 
occur  if  the  "no  wilderness"  alternative  (Alternative  B) 
is  approved.  Your  preference  for  a  decision  to  prohibit 
logging  in  the  Gardner  Mountain  WSA  has  been  noted. 
More  detailed  information  will  be  available  only  when  a 
site-specific  timber  sale  plan  for  a  particular  area  is 
written. 

3.  Current  quantitative  data  on  resource  conditions  were  not 

available  for  most  allotments  when  the  allotment 
categorization  criteria  were  developed  and  the  allotments 
categorized  as  "M,"  "I,"  or  "C."  For  this  reason,  the 
resource  area  had  to  rely  to  a  large  extent  on  subjective 
information,  including  the  professional  judgment  of  the 
resource  specialists,  in  determining  the  allotment 
categories.  Range  condition  was  one  of  five  criteria 
considered  in  establishing  the  management  category  for 
each  allotment.  The  criteria  were  not  weighted  to 
emphasize  range  condition;  however,  an  unsatisfactory 
range  condition  rating  could  indicate  a  need  for 
improvement  of  management  or  for  resolution  of  resource 
use  conflicts  for  that  allotment. 

4.  Thank  you  for  your  comments  on  the  grazing  management 

described  in  the  RMP/EIS.  The  decision  to  suspend  or 
adjust  livestock  grazing  use  on  timber  sale  areas  would 
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be  made  case  by  case,  and  all  resource  values  Involved 
would  be  considered,  including  livestock  grazing.  The 
decision  to  adjust  the  land  available  for  grazing  within 
an  allotment  would  be  made  in  consultation  with  the 
livestock  grazing  operator(s)  affected  by  the  action. 
Should  the  area  manager  determine  that  livestock  use 
would  be  incompatible  with  the  area's  forest  management 
objectives  on  a  sale  site,  the  affected  grazing  lessee(s) 
would  be  given  a  minimum  of  two  years'  prior  notification 
of  a  decision  to  suspend  the  livestock  grazing  use  on 
all  or  part  of  their  allotments.  The  livestock  operator(s) 
would  then  have  an  opportunity  to  protest  and  appeal 
the  decision  in  accordance  with  the  grazing  regulations. 

5.  Standard  stipulations  on   permits  authorizing   surface 

disturbance  require  operators  to  halt  activities  if  a 
previously  unidentified  cultural  site  is  encountered.  These 
stipulations  require  that  the  site  be  left  intact  and  the 
district  manager  contacted.  This  allows  the  BLM  to  obtain 
a  professional  assessment  of  those  cultural  values  and, 
if  necessary,  to  authorize  mitigation  before  additional 
ground  disturbance.  Because  such  stipulations  are 
standard  operating  procedure,  they  were  not  detailed  in 
the  document.  However,  pages  229  and  242  do  discuss 
mitigation  and  either  direct  the  reader  to  other  sources 
or  state  the  basic  stipulations. 

You  are  correct  in  your  assumption  that  the  BLf\/l  does 
not  have  enough  cultural  specialists  to  "promptly  inventory 
cultural  resource  data."  It  is  because  of  this  problem  that 
the  BLM  advises  industry  to  contract  with  outside  firms 
to  complete  the  necessary  inventory  workload.  To  date 
this  procedure  has  worked  effectively  and  efficiently. 

It  is  BLM  policy  in  Wyoming  to  inventory  all  federally 
authorized  projects,  regardless  of  surface  ownership. 
However,  a  class  III  (intensive)  inventory  is  not  completed 
if  we  have  received  written  objections  from  the  landowner. 

6.  Appendix  7  is  the  draft  wilderness  EIS  for  the  Buffalo 

Resource  Area.  It  is  BLM  policy  that  all  draft  resource 
management  plans  contain  wilderness  recommendations 
when  WSAs  are  involved.  The  format  within  the  RMP/ 
EIS  for  wilderness  analysis  calls  for  either  a  separate 
technical  report  or  the  inclusion  of  such  a  report  within 
the  body  of  the  RMP/EIS.  The  inclusion  in  an  appendix 
is  an  acceptable  format.  Decisions  on  wilderness 
recommendations  are  developed  and  analyzed  in  the 
RMP/EIS,  along  with  other  resource  decisions.  The  RMP/ 
EIS  is  the  planning  and  decision  document  for  the 
resource  area. 

BLM  regulations  require  that  the  wilderness  section  be 
separated  from  the  RMP/EIS  at  the  final  stage  and  proceed 
as  a  separate  final  wilderness  EIS.  The  recommendations 
on  wilderness  designation  remain  in  the  preliminary  final 
RMP/EIS  but  are  subject  to  change  according  to  the  results 
of  congressional  action. 

7.  Mineral  withdrawal  for  the  WSAs  under  the  "no  wilderness" 

alternative  was  not  considered  because  the  potential  for 
the  occurrence  of  locatable  minerals  in  these  areas  is 
low.  The  restrictions  on  development  in  the  proposed 
decisions  and  in  regulations  such  as  43  CFR  3809 
adequately  protect  resources.  The  potential  for  the 
discovery  of  oil  and  gas  in  the  Gardner  Mountain  and 
North  Fork  WSAs  is  considered  low;  therefore,  no  conflict 
exists  that  warrants  a  mineral  withdrawal.  A  "conflict 
resolution"  alternative  for  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA  will 
be  analyzed  in  the  preliminary  final  EIS  for  wilderness. 
Also  see  response  31  to  letter  14. 

The  procedure  for  coal  leasing  is  described  in  detail  on 
pages  92  through  99  and  in  appendix  2  of  the  second 
draft  EIS. 


8.  See  response  5  to  letter  9. 

9.  You  are  correct;  these  important  resources  have  undergone 

severe  vandalism  in  the  past.  The  BLM  is  actively  striving 
to  prevent  future  incidents. 

10.  Some  reasons  for  allowing  greater  flexibility  in  offering 

timber  sales  are  that  we  would  be  able  to  offer  a  particular 
timber  sale  when  the  market  conditions  are  favorable  or 
to  substitute  a  timber  sale  of  one  predominant  species 
of  timber  for  another  if  the  demand  for  one  species  is 
higher  at  a  particular  time.  Without  this  flexibility,  the 
probability  of  a  below-cost  sale  would  be  increased. 

Flexibility  also  would  allow  for  improved  resource 
protection.  For  example,  if  a  private  timber  sale  is  to  take 
place  in  critical  winter  range  for  wildlife,  the  BLM  might 
need  to  postpone  its  sale  in  the  same  range  to  reduce 
the  potential  adverse  effects. 

A  defined  public  involvement  process  for  scheduling 
timber  sales  already  exists.  Annual  and  five-year  timber 
sale  plans  are  prepared  every  fiscal  year.  Further,  a  site- 
specific  environmental  assessment  is  prepared  for  each 
timber  sale  before  the  sale  is  offered.  All  of  these 
documents  are  available  for  public  review  and  comment. 

11.  See  response  16  to  the  public  hearing  comments  and  the 

response  to  comment  4  of  this  letter. 

The  estimated  effects  of  forestry  management  decision 
FOM-1  on  livestock  grazing  are  presented  on  page  163 
of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  cost  for  construction 
and  maintenance  of  exclosure  fences  around  sale  areas 
would  be  borne  by  the  BLM. 

12.  The  criterion  was  developed  in  accordance  with  FLPMA 

".  .  .  uneconomic  to  manage  .  .  ."  It  would  not  be 
economical,  for  example,  to  dispose  of  all  of  an  allotment 
except  a  small  40-acre  parcel  because  the  costs  of 
administering  the  lease  would  continue.  After  a  relatively 
short  period,  those  administrative  costs  could  amount  to 
more  than  the  value  of  the  public  land  remaining  in  the 
allotment. 

13.  See  response  5  to  letter  9  and  response  7  to  letter  13. 

14.  We  can  find  no  major  conflicts  with  grazing  management 

that  warrant  detailed  consideration  under  any  of  the 
alternatives.  Grazing  in  wilderness  areas  is  allowed  under 
the  wilderness  law.  Grazing  management  would  be 
affected  only  slightly  by  the  "all  wilderness"  alternative 
(see  pages  324  and  325  of  appendix  7  in  the  second  draft 

document).  A  more  detailed  discussion  of  these  impacts 
will  be  included  in  the  final  wilderness  EIS,  and  a  "conflict 
resolution"  alternative  has  been  developed  for  the 
Fortification  Creek  WSA.  Also  see  response  30  to  letter 
14. 

15.  See  response  16  to  the  public  hearing  comments  and  the 

responses  to  comments  4  and  11  of  this  letter.  The 
socioeconomic  data  on  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  are 
presented  on  pages  121  through  133  of  the  second  draft 
document. 

16.  See  response  16  to  the  public  hearing  comments  and  the 

responses  to  comments  2  and  11  of  this  letter. 

17.  These  parcels  are  identified  only  for  further  consideration 

for  disposal.  See  response  3  to  letter  1 7.  Before  any  parcel 
is  disposed  of,  a  site-specific  EA  is  prepared.  The  EA 
would  identify  any  environmentally  sensitive  areas.  All 
disposal  actions  are  subject  to  public  review  and 
comment,  primarily  through  publication  of  the  notice  of 
realty  action. 

The  areas  would  be  inventoried,  and  environmentally 
sensitive  areas  would  be  retained  in  federal  ownership. 
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However,  we  do  not  know  of  any  such  areas  in  the  lands 
being  considered.  Large,  consolidated  parcels  are  easier 
and  more  cost-efficient  to  manage  than  small,  scattered 
parcels.  Therefore,  "blocking  up"  of  BLM-managed  lands 
is  the  most  cost-efficient  management  of  the  public  lands. 

18.  The  BLM  believes  that  there  is  no  conflict  over  mineral 

development  in  the  Gardner  Mountain  and  North  Fork 
WSAs  because  the  potential  for  discovery  of  minerals  in 
those  areas  is  low.  Unless  they  are  closed  by  law  or 
administrative  action,  or  withdrawn,  all  federal  lands  are 
open  to  leasing  of  oil  and  gas.  However,  withdrawing  lands 
with  low  potential  is  unnecessary. 

A  moratorium  on  leasing  in  WSAs  was  put  into  effect  by 
Congress  in  January  1984  and  can  be  lifted  only  by 
Congress.  Existing  leases  in  the  WSAs  contain  wilderness 
protection  stipulations  barring  any  impairment  of  the 
wilderness  suitability  of  the  areas.  (The  language  is 
detailed  on  page  242  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS,  bottom 
of  column  1  and  top  of  column  2.)  This  stipulation  will 
apply  until  Congress  has  acted  on  the  wilderness 
recommendation.  The  leases  then  will  be  subject  to 
existing  laws  and  regulations.  Also  see  the  response  to 
comment  7  of  this  letter. 

19.  See  response  17  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

20.  Wyoming  Sawmills  has  decided  to  rebuild  its  mill.  Local 

government  and  the  local  public  support  the  rebuilding. 
The  mill  is  of  significant  importance  to  the  people  of  the 
Buffalo  Resource  Area.  Wyoming  Sawmills  is  actively 
bidding  on  timber  at  this  time.  See  the  Wyoming  Sawmills 
comment  letter  (letter  7). 

21.  See  the  responses  to  comments  7  and  18  of  this  letter. 

22.  The  Bud  Love  Game  Range  has  approximately  840  acres 

of  federal  minerals  scattered  among  privately  owned  and 
state-owned  minerals.  The  WGFD,  which  owns  the 
surface  over  these  federal  minerals,  has  recommended 
"no  surface  occupancy"  provisions  for  the  area.  We 
believe  there  would  be  an  impact  on  big  game  if  mineral 
development  took  place  on  this  game  range.  For  this 
reason,  we  will  allow  leasing  with  no  surface  occupancy 
on  federal  minerals  in  the  game  range.  Also  see  the 
responses  to  comments  7  and  18  of  this  letter  regarding 
the  limitations  of  a  mineral  withdrawal. 

23.  We  believe  the  Red  Wall  is  adequately  protected  and  is 

not  threatened  by  any  resource  development.  Also  see 
response  31  to  letter  14. 

24.  See  the  responses  to  comments  7  and  18  of  this  letter. 

25.  See  the  response  to  comment  22  of  this  letter. 

26.  The  BLM  did  not  conduct  field  work  directed  toward 

locating  threatened  or  endangered  plants  in  conjunction 
with  the  RMP/EIS  effort.  The  determination  of  the  status 
of  threatened  or  endangered  plants  in  the  resource  area 
was  based  on  a  review  of  two  documents,  Illustrated  Guide 
to  Special  Interest  Vascular  Plants  ol  Wyoming  (Dorn  and 
Dorn  1980)  and  "Wyoming  Plants  Proposed  for 
Endangered  or  Threatened  Status"  (USDI,  BLM  1980j). 
These  references  have  been  listed  in  the  "Additional 
References"  section  of  this  final  document. 

If  any  threatened  or  endangered  plants  should  be 
discovered  in  the  resource  area,  the  management  of  the 
area  would  be  decided  case  by  case  in  accordance  with 
applicable  laws  and  BLM  regulations. 

27.  Unfortunately,  standard  industrial  classification  does  not 

include  a  classification  for  tourism  even  though  it  is 
common  to  refer  to  the  tourist  industry.  It  should  be 
understood,  however,  that  sales  to  tourists  are  reflected 


under  sales  by  the  retail  trade  and  by  other  sectors  such 
as  services  (which  includes  motels,  hotels,  and 
restaurants). 

28.  The  length  of  time  for  clearcut  regeneration  to  reach  the 

point  at  which  recreation  is  again  desirable  may  depend 
on  the  type  of  recreational  pursuit.  In  some  cases  20  to 
30  years  may  be  more  appropriate. 

29.  No  decision  has  been  made  to  sell  timber  in  the  WSAs. 

Such  timber  sales  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  "no 
wilderness"  alternative.  Sales  scheduled  for  the  duration 
of  the  plan  (ten  years)  are  listed  on  page  34  of  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS  and  in  chapter  2  of  this  proposed  RMP/ 
final  EIS.  Any  additional  sales  would  have  to  be  included 
in  a  new  RMP  or  an  amendment,  and  full  public 
participation  would  be  a  part  of  the  process. 

30.  The  effects  from  coal  development  under  Alternative  A 

are  discussed  on  pages  138,  139,  141,  144,  145,  149,  150, 
151,  152,  155,  157,  and  158;  for  Alternative  B,  pages  162, 
165,  169,  170,  171,  176,  177,  and  179;  for  Alternative  C, 
pages  184  and  185;  and  for  Alternative  D,  pages  187,  189, 
and  190. 

31.  The  BLM's  control  over  locatable  minerals  is  limited  to 

making  recommendations  for  withdrawal  (which  requires 
/approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior)  or  requiring 
operators  to  conform  to  the  regulations  (43  CFR  3809) 
that  prohibit  any  undue  or  unnecessary  degradation  of 
the  environment.  Location  and  development  of  locatable 
minerals  takes  place  under  the  1872  mining  law  as 
amended  and  cannot  be  altered  by  resource  management 
planning  except  as  mentioned  above. 

32.  The  effects  on   manageability  of  grazing   leases  from 

suspending  livestock  use  in  commercial  forest  sales  areas 
are  discussed  on  page  163,  column  1,  paragraph  7,  and 
column  2,  paragraph  1. 

33.  See  the  response  to  comment  30  of  this  letter. 

34.  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

35.  The  main  difference  between  Alternatives  B  and  C  is  that 

Alternative  B  proposes  writing  cultural  resource 
management  plans  (CRMPs)  for  Cantonment  Reno,  Dull 
Knife  Battlefield,  and  the  Outlaw  Cave-  Archeological 
District  as  well  as  for  any  additional  sites  that  may  be 
nominated  to  the  National  Register.  CRMPs  will  allow 
the  resource  area  to  protect  particularly  fragile  elements 
of  these  sites  while  developing  their  interpretive  potential 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public.  Alternative  C  does  not 
propose  the  implementation  of  CRMPs. 

36.  The  language  quoted  is  on  page  187  under  the  discussion 

of  consequences  of  Alternative  D,  which  recommends 

wilderness  designation  for  the  three  WSAs,  not  on  page 
185,  where  the  impacts  of  Alternative  C  are  discussed. 

We  agree  with  your  comment  regarding  the  allowable  use 
of  motor  vehicles  for  certain  grazing  management 
operations  as  defined  in  the  Wilderness  Management  Policy. 
The  resource  area's  policy  would  restrict  the  use  of  motor 
vehicles  in  the  WSAs  if  they  become  wilderness.  These 
provisions  are  described  in  the  second  draft  document 
on  page  302,  column  1,  paragraph  7;  page  304,  column 
2,  paragraph  6;  and  page  305,  column  2,  paragraph  3. 
Your  suggestion  that  we  use  the  word  restriction  instead 
of  exclusion  has  been  incorporated  into  the  additions  and 
corrections  for  chapter  4  and  for  appendix  7.  The  final 
wilderness  EIS  also  will  refer  to  motor  vehicle  restrictions 
rather  than  exclusions. 

37.  The  discussion  of  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  in  the 

suppression  of  fires  in  WSAs  is  in  line  with  BLM  policy, 
as  stated  in  Wilderness  Management  Policy  (USDI,  BLM 
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1981g).  Specific  quotations  from  that  document  are  as 
follows: 

III. E.I. d  ".  .  .  sites  used  for  fire  suppression  or  control 
activities  shall  be  removed  upon  completion  of  use  and 
the  site  rehabilitated  to  as  natural  a  state  as  possible." 

III.E.1  .g.  "Fire  suppression  measures  and  techniques  shall 
be  used  which  achieve  the  wilderness  management 
objectives  with  the  minimum  adverse  impact  on  the 
wilderness  resource.  Preference  shall  be  given  to  the 
methods  and  equipment  which  least  alter  the  landscape 
or  disturb  the  land  surface.  ..." 

III.K.4.  "Motorized  equipment  and  mechanical  transport 
use  may  be  allowed  when  an  emergency  condition  exists 
which  involves  the  health  and  safety  of  visitors.  The  District 
Manager  (or  Area  Manager,  if  delegated)  may  approve 
such  action.  ..." 

III.K.5.  "Motorized  equipment  and  mechanical  transport 
use  may  be  permitted  during  a  fire  suppression 
emergency.  .  .  .  Motorized  equipment  and  mechanical 
transport  uses  will  be  specifically  addressed  in  a 
wilderness  area's  Fire  Management  Plan.  The  District 
Manager  (or  Area  Manager,  if  delegated)  may  approve 
such  action.  ..." 

Each  of  the  WSAs  has  been  addressed  in  a  fire 
management  plan  (USDI,  BLM  1932f,  1982g,  and  1982h) 
and  received  approval  of  the  district  manager. 

38.  The  public  responses  to  wilderness  protection  on  both 

the  first  and  second  drafts  of  the  RMP/EIS  have  been 
considered.  Also  see  response  31  to  letter  14. 

39.  The  "conflict  resolution"  alternatives  were  not  considered 

in  detail  because  they  were  not  considered  realistic  and 
practical  from  a  resource  management  point  of  view. 
Specific  detailed  analysis  of  each  conflict  resolution 
alternative  will  be  expanded  in  the  final  wilderness  EIS, 
and  a  new  "conflict  resolution"  alternative  for  the 
Fortification  Creel<  WSA  will  be  analyzed  to  respond  to 
public  concerns. 

40.  See  response  17  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

41.  We  disagree  with  your  conclusion  on  forest  management. 

This  is  the  exact  policy  as  stated. 

42.  Thank  you  for  your  comments  and  for  pointing  out  that 

a  hunting  fee  and  an  access  fee  may  not  always  be  the 
same  thing. 

43.  See  the  response  to  comment  36  of  this  letter. 

44.  In  the  analysis  for  this  RMP/EIS  it  is  assumed  that  public 

access  would  be  obtained. 

45.  The  additions  and  corrections  for  appendix  8  include 

deletion  of  the  ETSI  listing  and  notations  of  the  changes 
you  mentioned  for  Benton  Clay.  The  correct  page  number 
is  330. 

46.  Your  preference  for  designation  of  Fortification  Creek  as 

wilderness  has  been  noted.  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

47.  Your  preference  for  protection  of  North  Fork,  Pass  Creek, 

Gardner  Creek,  and  Johnson  Creek  canyons  has  been 
noted. 

48.  See  the  responses  to  comments  6,  10,  and  18  of  this  letter. 

49.  We  have  made  no  determination  about  how  much  coal 

should  be  leased.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  will  make 
that  determination.  We  certainly  agree  with  you  about 
the  "speedy  resolution"  of  PRLAs  without  sacrificing 
important  environmental  concerns. 


50.  See  response  3  to  letter  17  and  the  response  to  comment 

17  of  this  letter. 

51 .  See  response  5  to  letter  9. 
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Telephone  303  293  7S70 
Poter  8   Briggi 
Consullartl.  Public  Lands 
nochy  Mountain  Region 


November  14,  1984 


Hr.  Glenn  Bessinger 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  Wyoming   82934 

Dear  Hr.  Bessinger: 

Atlantic  Richfield  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  draft  Buffalo  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  Atlantic  Richfield 
Company  has  oil  and  gas  and  coal  interests  in  the  Resource 
Area.  We  offer  the  following  comments  in  order  to  facili- 
tate the  development  of  a  balanced  RMP. 

IJWe  would  like  to  compliment  the  staff  for  the  cross  refer- 
|ences  that  accompany  each  issue  of  each  alternative.  We 
kalso  agree  with  the  recommendation  of  the  preferred  alterna- 
Jtive  that  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSA's)  not  be  recom- 


Jtive  that  the  Wilderness  Study  Ar 
"mended  for  wilderness  designation. 


However,  we  have  serious  objections  to  and  concerns  about 
the  legal  and  structural  integrity  of  the  document.  Our 
primary  objections  are  as  follows: 

o     The  attempt  to  control  surface  use  where  the  BLM 
only  administers  the  mineral  estate; 

o    Lack  of  distinction  between  alternatives; 


Wildlife  stipulations;  and 
The  coal  leasing  plan. 


Surface  Control 

Page  one  on  the  RMP  states  in  paragraph  two  that  the  docu- 
ment ■.  .  .  encompasses  all  BLM-administered  public  lands  in 
Johnson,  Sheridan,  and  Campbell  counties,  Wyoming  ..." 
The  paragraph  also  states  that  of  the  7,338,800  acres  in  the 
Resource  Area,  798,949  acres  are  BLM-administered  public 
surface.  Yet,  the  document  assumes  that  the  surface  stipu- 
lations for  BLM  land  will  be  applied  to  non-BLM  lands  over 
BLM  minerals. 
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Hr.  Glenn  Beesinget 
November  15,  1984 
Page  2 


Zl  Table  2-4  states  that  for  oil  and  gas  ".  .  .  seasonal 

1  restrictions  would  prevent  land  uses  during  certain  times  of 

2  the  year  on  approximately  2,210,000  acres. "  This  Is  over 
I  twice  the  acres  administered  by  the  Bureau.  The  Bureau,  to 
I  our  knowledge,  has  no  authority  to  administer  lands  that  it 
k does  not  own.  (This  provision  Is,  in  our  opinion,  illegal.) 
5  We  strongly  urge  the  BLH  to  revise  the  document. 

Distinction  Between  Alternatives 

BLM  planning  regulations  and  guidelines  clearly  indicate 
that  each  alternative  be  more  than  minimally  different;  and 
that  oil  and  gas  and  minerals  be  given  equal  status  with 
other  resource  values.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  BLM  has 
failed  to  fulfill  its  obligation  in  this  case.  Our  analysis 
of  the  alternatives  and  the  summary  of  environmental  conse- 
quences as  stated  in  Table  2-4  shows  only  token  differences 
between  alternatives.  It  appears  that  the  production  alter- 
native (B)  is  at  times  more  restrictive  than  the  protection 
alternative  (D)  and  often  the  same;  and  these  are  the  same 
as  the  no  action  (A)  and  the  intermediate  (C)  alternatives. 
The  only  way  that  the  environmental  consequences  in  Table  2- 
4  of  alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D  can  be  essentially  the  same 
is  if  minerals  management  in  all  of  the  alternatives  is  also 
essentially  the  same.  This  is  especially  evident  for  the 
leasable  minerals  such  as  coal  and  oil  and  gas. 


41Wlldlife  Stipulations 


The  stipulations  for  oil  and  gas  operations  and  other 
mineral  operations  assume  that  wildlife  and  these  operations 
are  incompatible.   We  do  not  believe  that  this  is  true.   The 
compatibility   of   mineral   operations   depend   as   much   on 
operating  conditions  as  on  time  of  year.   For  example,  it  is 
well  known  that  if  a  drilling  rig  has  occupied  an  elk  win- 
tering ground  prior  to  winter,  elk  will  still  use  the  ground 
Cor  winter  habitat.   However,  if  drilling  begins  during  the 
winter  season  and  elk  have  not  acclimated  to  the  operation, 
2 may  not  use  the  grounds  as  readily  as  IC  they  had  been  ac- 
I  climated.   There  should  be  a  recognition  of  this  phenomenon 
kin  the  stipulations. 

lAnother  species  that  is  seemingly  widespread  and  can  have 
ladverse  consequences  for  a  leaseholder  is  sage  grouse. 
I Viable  grouse  populations  according  to  the  literature,  seem 
K to  be  dependent  more  on  habitat  than  activity  near  them. 
iPurther,  the  decrease  In  sage  grouse  population  stability 
lover  the  last  35  years  is  directly  related  to  efforts  to 


Mr.  Glenn  Bessinger 
November  15,  1984 
Page  4 


6^  Round  Two  studies  after  Anaconda  expressed  interest.  In 
I  every  analysis  done  to  date  on  the  desirability  of  potential 
J  leasable  tracts  in  the  Powder  River  Basin,  Thundercloud  has 
S  been  ranked  at  or  near  the  top. 

1 


The  DEIS  analysis  at  page  100  correctly  states  there  is  a 
"soft'  coal  market.  However,  the  BLM  follows  that  up  by 
drawing  an  arbitrary  line  on  the  map,  determining  that  the 
major  leasing  interest  would  be  north  of  that  line,  and  then 
proposing  to  eliminate  leasing  to  the  south  of  that  line  for 
the  next  planning  cycle.  Several  of  the  best  and  moat 
competitive  tracts  (including  Thundercloud)  are  south  of  the 
BLM's  arbitrary  line.  At  the  very  least,  Thundercloud 
should  be  included  In  future  leasing  plans.  The  BLH  should 
change  its  preferred  alternative  to  reflect  that  fact. 

In  conclusion,  we  urge  BLM  to  seriously  consider  our 
comments  and  to  make  changes  accordingly.  We  will  be  happy 
to  discuss  our  comments  in  more  detail  if  you  should  so 
desire. 

Sincerely, 


I>Al-ar     n         Rrinna      ^      * 


Peter  B.  Briggs 


cc:  Hillary  Oden 

Wyoming  BLM  State  Director 
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Mr.  Glenn  Bessinger 
November  IS,  1984 
Page  2 


41  convert  sagebrush  range  to  grasslands;  not  as  an  adverse 
I  effect  of  mineral  operations.  Zt  would  seem  equitable  to 
I  mineral  leaseholders  that  the  Bureau  consider,  as  part  of 
I  its  plan,  reestablishment  of  sagebrush  range  as  part  of 
I  reclamation  to  encourage  grouse  population  stability  rather 
k  than  to  severely  restrict  the  activities  of  mineral  lease- 
S  holders.  Both  oil  and  gas  and  coal  mining  operations  are 
\  Interim  or  temporary  land  uses  that  must  reclaim  as  they  go 
m   or  at  completion,  and  are  amenable  to  such  reclamation.   We 

SI  strongly  urge  the  Bureau  to  modify  wildlife  stipulations  to 
*  account  for  the  acclimatization  ability  of  species  rather 
than  to  implement  blanket  exclusion  restrictions  such  as  an 
I  arbitrary  distance  from  leks  or  exclusion  from  areas  that 
k  certain  species  are  known  to  inhabit. 

If  the  above  suggestions  are  implemented,  wildlife  would  be 
protected  and  the  prohibition  of  surface  disturbances  on 
thousands  of  acres  from  November  to  July  in  those  areas  that 
have  a  diversity  of  species  and  habitat  should  not  be  neces- 
sary. 

Coal  Leasing  Plan 

5|  On  maps  6  and  9  there  is  a  section  Indicated  as  an  exchange 

1  granted  or  to  be  granted  to  Kerr-McGee   (#30  on  Map  8)  . 

2  Based  on  our  latest  information,  the  exchange  to  be  granted 

1  Kerr-McGee  out  of  a  portion  of  the  Thundercloud  Tract  may  be 
\  configured  differently  than  shown.  The  maps  in  the  final 
k  EIS   should  be  changed  to  reflect  the  most  up-to-date 

2  information. 


The   discussion   on   alternatives   for   Minerals   Management 
(leasable  minerals,  in  this  case  coal)  is  confusing  regard- 
ing the  proposed  status  of  the  Thundercloud  Tract.    As 
indicated  in  Table  3-18  (p.  99) ,  Thundercloud  was  nominated 
by  Anaconda  Minerals  Company  for  inclusion  in  the  Round  Two 
(PRB)  Lease  Sale.    The  preferred  alternative  for  minerals 
management  described  on  pages  40  and  56  and  shown  on  Map  9, 
I  appears  to  preclude  leasing  of  Thundercloud.    See,   for 
I  example,  the  alternative  MM-1  discussion  on  page  40  and  56, 
I  which  limits  new  competitive  leasing  to  "central  Campbell 
County  and  north  central  Sheridan  County." 

I  The  discussion  of  the  affected  environment,  starting  on  page 
I  98,  also  appears  to  preclude  leasing  of,  among  others,  the 
!  Thundercloud  Tract.  From  what  we  can  tell,  this  is  solely 
I  because  of  its  geographic  position  south  of  an  arbitrary 
least-west  line.    The  Thundercloud  Tract  was  included  in 


1.  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Your  preference  has  been 

noted. 

2.  See  response  2  to  letter  3. 

3.  See  response  5  to  letter  9. 

4.  We  agree  that  under  certain  circumstances  oil  and  gas 

development  and  wildlife  are  compatible.  However,  we 
disagree  with  your  statement  alleging  that  elk  will  become 
"acclimated"  to  drilling  activity  if  the  rig  is  in  position 
before  elk  arrive  on  the  winter  range.  There  are  too  many 
variables  involved,  such  as  weather,  vehicle  access  to  the 
pad,  and  size  of  the  winter  range.  For  these  reasons  we 
feel  a  case-by-case  analysis  should  take  place  before 
construction  activity  begins.  If  we  determine  that  there 
would  be  little  or  no  impact  on  elk.  the  decision  probably 
would  be  waived. 

A  site-specific  analysis  is  conducted  with  industry 
personnel  on  all  land  use  proposals  constrained  by  wildlife 
decisions.  Reclamation  and  mitigative  measures  are 
developed  at  this  time.  The  primary  concern  regarding 
sage  grouse  is  protection  of  the  actual  breeding  and 
nesting  areas  during  the  spring.  Surface-disturbing 
activities  such  as  roads,  mining,  and  oil  and  gas 
development  are  allowed  most  of  the  time  after  this 
seasonal  period;  thus,  we  do  not  agree  that  such 
stipulations  "severely  restrict  the  activities  of  the 
leaseholders." 

5.  You  are  correct  in  thinking  the  configuration  of  exchange 

lands  may  be  different;  however,  the  proposed  exchange 
configuration  has  changed  several  times,  and  It  would 
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be  impossible  to  change  the  maps  accordingly.  Maps 
showing  the  current  configurations  are  available  for 
review  in  the  Casper  District  office.  Map  errors  have  been 
noted  in  the  Map  Guide  section  of  this  final  document. 

We  do  not  understand  your  assumption  that  the 
Thundercloud  tract  would  not  be  considered  for  leasing. 
We  know  of  no  plans  that  preclude  consideration  of  the 
Thundercloud  tract  for  leasing  in  the  future.  The  east- 
west  line  you  mentioned  is  the  northern  boundary  of  the 
Thunder  Basin  National  Grassland. 

The  line  shown  on  the  planning  map  (the  dividing  line 
between  Townships  43  and  44)  was  not  chosen  arbitrarily; 
it  Is  the  northern  tioundary  of  the  Thunder  Basin  National 
Grassland,  which  Is  administered  by  the  Forest  Service. 
That  agency  has  already  completed  Its  planning  for  the 
TBNG.  Nothing  in  this  RMP/EIS  or  in  the  Forest  Service's 

planning  document  precludes  consideration  of  the 
Thundercloud  tract  for  leasing  in  future  coal  lease  sales. 
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Plan  itseK  con  be  used  to  show  the  justificolion  for  the  opplicotion  of  these 
stipulotions  Mops  such  as  these  will,  we  believe,  be  helpful  in  removing  certoin 
ombiguities  For  example,  no  distinction  is  made  on  hep  14  (Wildlife)  between 
georlong  and  critical  winter  range  for  antelope  and  mule  deer  This  distinction 
IS  important  because  leasing  stipulations  are  substantially  different  between 
yearlong  and  winter  range  end  can  significantly  affect  oil  and  gas  exploration 

Our  final  comment  concerns  Map  3  (Cultural  Resources  and  Recreation)  as  it 
relates  to  Visual  Resource  Management  Classes  Several  Class  II  areas  are 
shown  on  the  map--north  of  Sheridan,  around  Wyarno,  northeast  of  Cleermont, 
thirty  miles  west  and  ten  miles  east  of  Gillette--each  with  a  paved  road  or 
railroad  tracks  or  both  Conversely,  on  area  under  consideration  for  and  being 
managed  as  wilderness.  Fortification  Creek,  is  classified  as  Class  III  We  find 
this  inconsistent  with  the  definition  of  Class  11  and  III  as  it  appears  in  the 
glossary 


Visual  Resource  nanaoement  Classes 

Class  II  Changes  in  any  of  the  basic  elements  caused  by 
management  activity  should  not  be  evident  in  the 
characteristic  landscape  Contrasts  are  seen  but  must  not 
attract  attention 

,  Class    111    Changes    in    the    basic    elements    caused    by    a 

I  management    activity    may   be    evident   but    should   remoin 

'  subordinate  to  the  visual  strength  of  the  existing  landscape 

•|  The  basis  for  our  concern  that  lands  be  properly  classified  is  found  on  page 
I  109,  "    contrast   ratings  will   be  used  and  mitigating  measures  may  be 

I  attached  to  important  visual  areas  to  assure  compatibility  of  projects  with 
management  objectives  for  visual  resources  '  In  consideration  of  this,  we 
suggest  to  the  Bureau  that  the  criteria  and  the  review  process  be  re-examined 
in  order  to  properly  reflect  the  Intent  of  the  Visual  Resource  Management 
system  The  results  of  this  should  be  presented  in  the  Final  Plan 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  your  consideration  of  our 
views  We  look  forward  to  future  opportunities  In  the  Bureaus  planning 
process  for  public  lands  Please  feel  free  to  reach  Mr  Fernando  Blackgoat  of 
our  staff  at  303-789-748B  if  we  can  be  of  further  help 

Sincerely, 
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Mr  Glenn  Bessinger 
Buffalo  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Managenient 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  WV  B2634 


November  23.  I9B4 


H  W  Praetorious 


BUJON COMPANY  USA. 


•  DENVER  COLORAOO  • 


Deer  Mr  Besstnger 

Exxon  Company,  USA  is  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Buffalo  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  flenagement  Plan  end  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DRMP-EIS)  Exxon  has  a  strong  interest  in  the  management 
direction  of  federal  public  lands  because  many  of  these  areas  presently  have  oil 
end  gas  and  other  mineral  production  or  hove  definite  future  potential  for 
additional  discoveries  end  production 

^  J  We  find  it  very  encouraging  that  the  Buffalo  resource  area  DRMP/EIS  effort 

5  recognizes  the  presence  of  coal  and  hydrocarbon  resources  and,  more 

J  importantly,  the  likelihood  of  their  development   We  also  agree  with  your 

J  assessment  of  high  potenliel  for  oil  end  gas  occurrence  throughout  the  resource 

!  aree  in  addition,  Exxon  concurs  with  your  finding  of  non-suitability  for  the 
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Gardner  Mountain,  North  Fork,  and  Fortificetion  Creek  wilderness  study  arees 


2  J  Exxon  does  have  some  reservations,  however,  about  the  Bureaus  inference  that  it 

J  has  authority  to  prescribe  special  stipulations  for  oil  and  ges  leesing  on  split 

J  estate  lends  Pege  one  of  the  Plan  indicates  that  796,848  acres  of  surface  is 

J  administered  by  the  BLM,  but  Table  2-4  on  pege  fifty-six  indicetes  that  seasonal 

I  stipulations  will  be  applied  on  2,210,000  acres  if  the  preferred  olternotive  is 

S  implemented  This  discrepancy  should  be  addressed  in  the  Final  Plan 


In  addition,  we  beh^rve  the  Bureau  should  more  fully  describe  the  range  of 
impacts  between  alternatives  as  required  by  NEPA  The  Plan,  as  published, 
frequently  moves  from  the  Current  Management  (No  Action)  Alternative  to  the 
Preferred  Alternative  without  establishing  a  range  of  opportunity  between 
"Commodity  Production"  and  "Resource  Protection"  The  Plan  end  Teble  2-4 
Implies  thet  e  renge  of  opportunity  has  been  evelueted  and  further,  that  the 
preferred  alternative  represents  an  optimum  production  level  consisent  with 
environmental  protection  Documentation  should  be  presented  for  each 
ellernettve  which  shows  the  opportunity  window  for  each  of  the  issues.  This  is 

!  especially  true  for  oil  end  ges  and  coal  because  they  are  critical  to  the  local 
economy  and  elso  play  e  major  role  in  regional  and  netionel  economics 

41  Exxon  also  wants  to  take  this  opportunity  to  suggest  to  the  Bureau  thet  meps  be 
I  published  in  the  Finel  Plan  which  clearly  illustrate  oil  end  gas  leasing 
Icotegones  for  each  alternative  These  mops  should  indicate  which  lands  have 
I  standard,  seasonal,  end  No  Surfece  Occupency  stipulotions,  Other  mops  or  the 


Mr.  Glenn  Bessinger 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo.  WY  82834 

Dear  Mr.  Bessinger: 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  comnent  on  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP-EIS). 
Exxon  Company,  U.S.A.  has  a  great  Interest  In  the  formulation  and  Implementation  of 
management  policy  for  federal  public  lands  because  of  the  significant  potential 
these  lands  have  for  discovery  and  development  of  energy  resources. 

In  this  letter  we  will  limit  our  comments  to  the  Implications  of  the  DRMP-EIS  for 
only  oil  and  gas  operations.  You  may  also  receive  conments  from  other  Exxon 
departments  or  affiliates  concerned  with  the  development  of  resources  such  as  coal, 
hardrock  minerals,  shale  oil,  etc. 

At  the  outset,  we  agree  with  your  assessment  of  high  potential  for  oil  and  gas 
occurrence  throughout  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  In  addition,  Exxon  concurs  with 
your  finding  of  nonsultabll  ity  for  the  Gardner  Mountain,  North  Fork,  and 
Fortification  Creek  Hllderness  Study  Areas. 

Ue  do  have  a  number  of  very  serious  concerns  about  the  draft  plan,  however. 
Foremost  among  these  is  the  apparent  extension  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
planning  and  regulatory  authority  to  lands  not  under  its  jurisdiction.  He  refer  to 
page  56,  Table  2-4,  'Summary  of  Environmental  Consequences,  Oil  and  Gas;"  pages  172 
through  174,  "Environmental  Consequences,  Preferred  Alternative,  Effects  on  Oil 
and  Gas;"  and  page  175,  Table  4-4,  "Restrictions  on  Surface-Disturbing  Activities 
Under  Alternative  B.'  Language  on  these  referenced  pages  implies  that  special 
stipulations  will  be  imposed  on  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities 
that  may  occur  on  split  estate  lands--that  is,  on  lands  where  the  underlying 
minerals  may  be  federally  owned  but  where  the  surface  Is  privately  owned.  For 
example,  Table  4-4  shows  that  the  Bureau  plans  to  require  seasonal  "No  Surface 
Occupancy'  (NSO)  provisions  in  any  oil  and  gas  leases  within  sage  grouse  nesting 
areas  which  amount  to  about  170,000  acres  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  Only  about 
5  percent  of  this  acreage  appears  to  be  federally  owned.  The  private  surface  owners 
of  the  remaining  95  percent  presumably  will  be  able  to  utilize  their  lands  for  any 
purpose,  free  of  any  federally  imposed  restrictions,  so  long  as  that  purpose  does 
not  involve  the  federally  owned  minerals. 
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Another  example  has,  perhaps,  more  far  reaching  effects.  Table  4-4  shows  that  the 
Bureau  will  apply  seasonal  NSO  stipulations  to  oil  and  gas  leases  In  areas 
amounting  to  over  1,819,000  acres  in  order  to  protect  against  a  'severe  erosion 
hazard."  Only  655,000  acres  of  surface  Is  listed  as  federally  owned.  Apparently, 
the  Bureau  Intends  to  ban  occupancy  of  the  remaining  1,164,000  privately  owned 
acres  by  oil  and  gas  developers.  Further,  we  find  no  reference  In  the  draft  plan 
where  the  application  of  similar  stipulations  to  "surface  only"  users  would  be 
required.  Not  only  does  this  questionable  application  of  the  Bureau's  authority 
seriously  discriminate  against  the  minerals  and  oil  and  gas  Industries,  but  It  also 
seems  to  disregard  the  fact  that  In  most  cases  erosion  can  be  controlled  with  proper 
engineering,  design,  and  management  of  surface  disturbing  activities. 

He  submit  that  the  Bureau's  regulatory  Jurisdiction  does  not  extend  to  privately 
held  land  surface  In  the  manner  suggested  In  this  Management  Plan.  Certainly,  the 
Bureau  cannot  under  any  circumstances,  apply  regulatory  restrictions  and  stip- 
ulations to  only  one  class  of  surface  user  as  the  draft  plan  Implies  it  h1M  to  the 
minerals  and  oil  and  gas  industry. 

We  are  also  concerned  that  the  temporary  nature  and  relatively  limited  degree  of 
Impact  that  are  characteristic  of  oil  and  gas  development  have  not  been  given 
proper  consideration.  This  is  particularly  true  In  the  plan's  treatment  of  visual 
resources.  For  example,  the  classes  of  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM).  as 
defined  in  the  plan's  glossary,  do  not  appear  to  allow  for  short-term  activities 
which,  In  fact,  may  be  temporarily  visible  but  have  no  long  term  visual  impacts.  To 
Illustrate  this,  we  refer  to  the  large  proposed  Class  II  VRM  Area  along  Interstate 
Highway  90.  A  strict  interpretation  of  the  definition  of  Class  II  may  preclude  oil 
and  gas  exploration  activities  because  the  necessary  drilling  rig  and  attendant 
facilities  may  "attract  attention."  Yet  the  rig  will  remain  in  place  only  a 
relatively  short  period  of  time.  If  a  discovery  Is  made,  most,  if  not  alt, 
remaining  production  facilities  could  be  constructed  so  as  not  to  attract 
attention.  We  strongly  urge  that  any  implementation  of  Visual  Resource  Management 
recognize  the  temporary  short  term  and  relatively  Imperceptible  long  term  Impacts 
of  oil  and  gas  development  In  both  defining  and  applying  the  various  VRM  classes  to 
the  lands  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area. 

Finally,  Exxon  urges  that  the  final  plan  include  maps  which  clearly  Illustrate  the 
location  of  various  oil  and  gas  leasing  categories  such  as  those  which  have 
standard,  seasonal,  or  NSO  stipulations.  We  believe  maps  such  as  these  will  be 
helpful  In  removing  certain  ambiguities.  For  example,  on  Map  14,  "Wildlife,"  no 
distinction  Is  made  between  year  long  and  critical  winter  range  for  antelope  and 
mule  deer.  Therefore,  it  Is  not  evident  where  NSO  or  seasonal  stipulations  might 
be  required.  This  distinction  1$  Important  because  stipulations  for  leases  where 
year  long  habitats  occur  can  be  substantially  different  from  those  where  only 
winter  range  must  be  protected.  This  difference  can  significantly  affect  oil  and 
gas  exploration  costs  and  attractiveness  of  lease  offerings. 
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Responses  to  Letter  21 

1.  Thank  you  for  you  comment.  Your  preference  has 

noted. 

2.  See  response  2  to  letter  3. 

3.  We  feel  that  the  range  of  impacts  has  been  adequately 

described.  For  example,  there  is  a  reduction  of  163.000 
acres  of  surface  occupancy  restrictions  from  Alternative 
A  to  Alternative  B. 

4.  Because  of  their  scale,  the  maps  published  with  the  second 

draft  RMP/EIS  are  for  general  reference  only.  No  new 
maps  have  been  prepared  for  the  final  document.  Detailed 
map  overlays  are  available  for  review  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  office. 

5.  Visual  resource  management  classes  are  based  on  three 

classifications:  visual  sensitivity,  scenic  quality,  and 
distance  zones.  The  several  class  II  areas  that  were 
mentioned  in  your  letter  do  contain  paved  roads  or 
railroad  tracks.  The  visual  sensitivity  portion  of  the  various 
classes  is  based  on  the  relative  degree  of  user  interest 
in  visual  resources  and  concern  for  changes  in  the  existing 
landscape  character.  The  criteria  for  determining  visual 
sensitivity  are  user  volume  (both  vehicular  and  pedestrian) 
and  expressed  user  attitudes  toward  change.  Therefore, 
corridors  along  major  roads  and  highways  will  have  a 
higher  visual  sensitivity  and  will  be  in  a  more  restrictive 
management  class.  The  Fortification  Creek  WSA  has  a 
low  visual  sensitivity  because  it  is  not  visible  from  major 
highways;  therefore,  it  is  in  a  less  restrictive  management 
class. 


Mr.  Glenn  Besslnger 


December  13.  1964 


Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  conment  and  your  consideration  of  our 
views.  We  look  forward  to  future  opportunities.  If  you  would  like  further 
information,  please  contact  Mr.  Fernando  Blackgoat  of  our  staff  at  303/789-7488. 

Sincerely, 


The  objectives  under  "Visual  Resource  Management"  on 
page  109  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  are  correct  and 
adequately  represent  current  BLM  policy.  The  response 
to  comment  5  of  this  letter  should  help  clarify  BLM  policy 
on  visual  resource  management. 


AAP:bem 

c:  Mr.  Hillary  O^en 
State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  1628 
Cheyenne.  WY  82003 
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P.O.ft<rH-  535 


22-3 


CT..t    . 


h*ndwri 


letter   h«t 


Th«  Bighorn  Oudubon  Society  (BftS)  servo*  ' 
including  the  oree  covered  by  the  Suffelo  Rei< 
influence  The  BAS  epprecietei  the  opportum 
nenegemcnt  PUn  (imP)/D£IS  For  the  BRA 


yped  for  reedeblllty  ] 

northern  third  of  Wyoming, 
ce  Aree't  (BRA)  sphere  of 
to  comoent  upon  the  Resource 


1{     The  SAS  feels  thel  •  better  aeld  of  Altern«tlves  B  end  0  is  necessery 
1  en  epproved  RflP   Alternative  B  does  not  sufficiently  specify  the  ectuel 

Seanegeimnt  pr.ctices  -hlch  .ill  ensure  the  i«prove~nt  of  the  quelity  end 
diversity  of  plant  c OMsun i t I e s  end  which  Mill  enhance  the  recreetionel 
features  of  the  BRA   Alternative  8.  In  its  failure  to  reco«eend  any 
lailderness  units,  ai sinterprets  biological  data  and  fails  to  recognne  the 
I  iaportance  of  wilderness  values  in  the  Multiple  use  concept 

The  following  cements  list  the  laalor  concerns  of  the  BAS  in  reletion 
components  of  the  RfiP 

SIa   Crazing  nanagement 

!    Pages  77ff  indicete  that  no  significant  monitoring  of  BRA-wide  grazing 
Jcapacity  has  been  conducted  since  the  19«9-b!  nRB  studies   No  critical 
Ireevaluation  has  been  or  will  be  made  of  the  current  stocking  levels,  much 
kless  e  critical  reevaluation  of  the  base  number  of  AUns  used  for  grazing 


[Page  3,  typed  test  of  lett 


from  Bighorn  Audubon  Society] 


1 
1 


2  The  purported  anh«nc«d  yield  would  bo  beni 
currently  in-pUce  storage  facilities  Mill  not  r 
spring  melt-off  when  w«t«r  quantity  is  adequate  t< 

3  There  is  a  need  for  the  additional  water,  now.  in  the  short-term  (S-10 
years)  or  long-term  (10+  years)    A  recent  conference  in  Sheridan  on 
state-wide  water  policy  and  use  identified  a  wide  range  of  water-use  options, 
but  clearly  showed  that  there  is  no  clear  demonstrable  agricultural  or 
industrial  need  for  additional  water   They  hey  need  is  to  efficiently  utilize 
the  water  which  is  now  available    There  was  a  general  consensus  for  the  need 
to  enhance  storage  facilities  for  eaisting  water  at  the  site  of  need,  to 


ibutii 


ally 


upgr, 


The  RMP  also  mentions  that  Increased  sediment  loading  will  occur  due  to  the 
percelwed.  enhanced  water  yield   However,  the  RNP  fails  to  address  the  need 
to  monitor  and  evaluate  the  potential  detrimental  effects  of  sadimentation  on 
basic  water  quality,  general  stream  quality  and  eiisting  fisheries 


'ilde< 


Study    flri 


(ySfls) 
of   WSAs 


The  RMP's  considers* 
short-sighted  The  RflP  consisten 
North  Fork  USAs  are  unworthy  of  di 
regional    supply   of   comparable   uni' 

thesi 


s  inadequate,  disheartening  and 
implies  that  the  Gardner  flountaln  am 
ination  because  there  is  an  abundant 
n  the  National  Wilderness  Preservati< 


The  eastern  flank  of  the  Bighorn  nountains  and  the  western  portions  of  the 
PRS  differ  phy siographical ly  (Fenneman.  1931.  Hunt.  1974)  and  biologically 
(Kuchler,  1964.  Sailey.  1976.  Garrison.  et_  aT .  1977)  from  other  mountain 
ranges  and  topographic  basins  of  Wyoming  and  surrounding  states    The  WSAs  of 
the  BRA  certainly  differ  phys iographical ly .  geologically  and  biologically  from 
the  now-designated  and/or  proposed  high  country  Wilderness  Areas  of  the 
Absaroka.  Washakie.  Teton,  Fitzpatrich.  Bridger  and  Cloud  Peak  units 

The  Gardner  Mountain  and  North  Fork  WSAs  are  listed  as  Douglas  fir  forest 
types,  but  more  careful  study  shows  that  they  *r9    not  forest  types  in  the 
usual  sense,  but  are  dominated  by  sagebrush  shrublands  and  grasslands 
interspersed  with  forest  patches  (pages  312,  313  and  316)    From  a 
physiognomic,  visual  and  compositional  viewpoint,  the  features  of  these  WSAs 
are  much  different  from  the  high  elevation  forest  types  in  the  U4PS  in  Wyoming 

The  Fortification  Creek  WSA  is  a  prime  enample  of  a  vegetation  type  which 
is  not  now  represented  in  the  NWPS  (page  319).  and  has  high  wildlife  (pages 
317.  321)  and  naturalness  values  (page  317]    In  gross  error,  the  RflP  fails  to 
recommend  any  specific  protection  for  this  unusual  combination  of  features 
Similar  units  have  been  designated  as  WSAs.  by  other  BLPI  offices   However,  in 
a  consistent  and  insidious  pattern  of  neglect,  none  of  the  WSAs  have  been 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation  in  the  Rawlins  District  Oraft 
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from  Bighorn  Audubon  Society] 


[Page  4,  typed  teat  of  letter  from  Bighorn  Audubon  Society] 


2  9  management  decisions  At  a  re< 
\  personnel  presented  papers  on 
I  comparable  to  those  in  the  BRA 

I 


meeting  in  Casper,  several  FS  and  BLH 
urrent  management  of  federal  lands 
consistent  thread  in  these  presentations 
Mas  a  description  of  the  history  of  overgrazing  and  the  critical  need  to 
rectify  these  practices   What  evidence  does  the  BRA  have  that  the  current 
base  Aun  values  and  range  condition  analyses  mrt   accurate  and  should  be 
continued  at  present  levels  as  proposed  in  most  of  the  alternatives? 


It 


cle 


-ly 


iitment  to  a  consistent,  continuous 
n  or  the  grazing  capacity  of  BRA  lands  The  discussion  of  1983 
y  data  and  table  3-9  are  misleading  and  misstated  The  1983  surv 
nly  61  of  the  total  federal  acres  m  the  BRA  Thus  a  direct 
of  these  data  to  the  19S4  MRS  data  is  inappropriate  and  gives  a 
mpression  of  apparent  improvement  in  range  condition  To  accurately 
rend,  the  tame  allotments  should  have  t 


i  addressed 
compariso 
false  im 
I  assess  t 


3  I?      The  RHP  should  conta 
1  monitoring  of  range  cond 


side red 


I  a  spec 


pos 


ntii 


Table 


>  and  trend  analyses  This  work  should  focus 
Its  and  proceed  over  time  to  the  "M"  and  "C" 
lOtes  that  significant  acreage  will  remain  in  poor 
ives  A  and  B  Procedures  must  be  implemented  to 
cted  by  past  grazing  practices  The  RflP  must  defii 
in  personnel  and  financial  resources,  which  accurati 

og  capaci ty  and  range  condition    These  studies  mu; 

address  domestic  animals  and  wildlife    The  current  federal  range  conditio) 
procedures  consistently  fail  to  incorporate  wildlife  browse  and  forage 
requirements 


I  correct  the  damage 
^  program,  based  upoi 
J  determines  current 


Similarly,  the  OnP  must  present  a  c 
aluation  of  the  proposed  Range  Improv 
eir  economic  and  biological  value  mui 


•m  program  for  the 
s,  prescribed  burns 
I  be  efficient  and  c< 


i  effecti- 

49     Lastly  my  work-related  eiperiance  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  (PRS)  and 
^  discussions  with  land  management  personnel  suggest  that  grazing  trespass  is  ■ 

1  very  serious  problem,  particularly  where  surface  ownership  is  miied    The  RHP 

2  should  clearly  address  trespass  problems  and  propose  procedures  for 
9  controlling  this  problem 

6|  '        "•"-  Resource. 

I  The  RHP  apparently  agrees  that  a  S-ISX  increase  in  water  yield  would 
I  materialize  and  would  constitute  a  beneficial  effect  of  enhanced  timber 
1  production  and  prescribed  burning    The  RPIP  fails  to  show  that 

k  1  The  enhanced  yield  can  be  accurately  measured  and  thus  counted  as  a 
9  positive  economic  return.  Host  itreamf low  monitoring  devices  have  a  rather 
^  large  margin  of  error  If  the  enhanced  flow  is  undetectable  and/or  unused, 
I  why  should  the  public  foot  the  bill  for  an  eapenslve  (e 
^degradation  and  timber  sold  at  a  loss?)  management  prae 
lunmaasurable  result? 


I  for  an 


'i 

1 

1 


Will 


lerness  EIS.  Worland  District  Grass  Creek/Cody  Resource 
'lal-te  River  Resource  Area  Final  EIS  The  Rock  Springs 
lerness  EIS  recommended  only  2  of  13  WSAs  for  formal  de 


The  BAS  strongly  feels  that  the  BUI's  failure  to  recommend  anj|  wilderness 
acreage  in  any  of  the  three  WSAs  is  shortsighted,  is  not  soundly  based  in  fac 
and  IS  totally  unacceptable  For  each  of  the  WSAs.  the  RHP  notes  that  the 
wilderness  chardicler i st ics  will  be  seriously  or  permanently  degraded  over  the 
short-  and  long-term  The  loss  of  the  true  wilderness  nature  of  each  of  the 
WSAs  due  to  the  failure  to  designate  them  as  wilderness  is  unacceptable  to  th< 
BAS 


Th 


RMP' 
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nflict  I 


failure  to  addri 
others)  Apparently  the  only 
Gardner  fountain  and  North  Fo 
Why  did 


the  apparently  marginal  timber?  Page  34 
forest  lands  ar»  not  legally  accessible  I 
Page  272  suggests  that  Bun-administered  i 


r  the  WSAs  is  also  grossly  negligent  ii 
solution  alternatives  (pages  17.  272  ai 
alternative  considered  in  n 
>  WSAs  was  eMorcism  of  the  commerical  foi 
lider  retaining  these  lands,  but  not  hart 


the 


that  im 
of  mi> 
al    for 


ed 
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The  RnP's  failure  to  minimally  consii 
upportable  and  is  wholly  unacceptable 
rinsic  intent  of  the  WSA  process  and 
quality  and  intent  of  the  RnP  for  the  BRi 


ir  conflict  resolution  procedures 

This  negligence  compromises  the 

ists  serious  question  on  the  ouerj 


The  BAS  strongly  urges  that  each  WSA  be  formally  designated  as  wildernes: 
under  FLPIA    Wilderness  designation  will  provide  sound  multiple  use 
management  for  the  outstanding  wilderness  features  of  these  WSAs    At  a 
minimum,  each  WSA  should  be  formally  considered  for  special  management  as  an 
ACEC  to  preserve  some  of  the  outstanding  biotic  and  abiotic  features 


ation  for  its  claim  (page  10  and 
ber  from  BRA  woodlands  in  order  to  help 
itinued  increase  in  demand  for  forest  products    projected  for 
rs"    Appendix  S's  presentation  of  timber  harvest  planning 
ds  no  light  on  economic  or  other  reasons  for  selection  of  any 
St  goal   None  of  the  four  RMP  alternatives  provides  data  on 
I   timber  harvest  from  BRA  lands  or  supports  the  contention  that 
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22-5 


[P*g*  5.    typ«d  t««t  of    Utt«r  front  Bighorn  Audubon  Society] 


12k  ^"   conclusion.    th«   8AS   rccogniz** 
9  inw«it»4  to  d«t«    in   thi>   RHP.    but 
^«lt*matiw«>    1*   sound  «s   formjlati 
koffici*!  d»»lgn«tion,    -uch   U 
CPtanagsability   Alt«r-n«tiv*)  an 


th«  Mount  of   ti»t.    •n^rgy  a>nd  eonty 

th«   BRS    strongly    fMl»    that   non»   of    th«    four 

at»d.      Th«   failure*   to  rtcowmmna  any  WSA  for 

any  Conflict  f>»»olution  or  Uildvrnaii 

particularly  damagting  and  unaccaptabU. 

Sincaraly , 


[Signad]     Bob  Giurgavlch 

Consarwation  Chalrpar 
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Responses  to  Letter  22 

1.  Improvement  of  the  quality  and  diversity  of  plant 

communities  was  not  identified  specifically  as  an  issue. 
This  subject  could  relate  to  range  condition,  how/ever— 
there  are  proposals  in  the  RMP/EIS  to  improve  range 
condition.  There  are  also  proposals  to  enhance  recreation 
(see  response  37  to  letter  15). 

Wilderness  certainly  is  a  recognized  value  In  multiple  use. 
Our  recommendation  that  the  three  WSAs  not  be 
designated  wilderness  was  based  on  criteria  for  evaluating 
areas  for  wilderness  characteristics  (USDI,  BLM  1978d). 
Other  multiple  use  values  also  were  considered  in  the 
evaluations.  Also  see  response  5  to  letter  9. 

2.  See  response  21  to  letter  15. 

3.  The  description  of  the  BLM's  preferred  grazing  management 

program  on  pages  34  through  38  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  covers  management  actions,  inventory,  and  resource 
monitoring  activities  that  would  be  conducted  in  each 
of  the  three  allotment  management  categories.  This 
program  places  management  emphasis  on  the  "I" 
allotments;  "M"  allotments  would  have  second  priority 
and  "0"  allotments  the  lowest  priority.  Specific  grazing 
management  practices  necessary  to  meet  resource 
management  objectives  for  the  allotments  would  be 
implemented  through  AMPs. 

The  grazing  management  program  described  for 
Alternative  B  represents  the  total  management  plan  the 
BLM  would  follow  over  the  next  ten  years.  Given  the 
current  and  projected  needs  for  personnel  and  funding, 
we  would  expect  to  implement  AMPs  on  approximately 
one-third  of  the  "I"  allotments  and  CMAs  on  two  to  three 
"M"  allotments.  In  conjunction  with  development  of  the 
AMPs  and  CMAs,  a  range  site  and  condition  inventory 


would  be  conducted,  and  allotment  monitoring  studies 
would  be  established  and  evaluated  periodically  to 
determine  progress  in  meeting  management  objectives. 
The  inventory  and  monitoring  studies  would  address  the 
requirements  for  both  domestic  livestock  use  and  wildlife 
habitat. 

BLM  policy  requires  that  benefit/cost  analysis  be 
performed  before  any  range  improvement  project  is 
constructed.  The  grazing  management  policy  also 
requires  detailed  economic  analysis  of  allotments  to 
establish  their  potential  for  yielding  a  positive  return  on 
public  investment.  The  results  of  the  economic  analysis 
would  be  considered  along  with  biological  and  ecological 
factors  in  development  and  implementation  of  AMPs. 

Unauthorized  grazing  on  public  land  is  addressed  case  by 
case  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  and  BLM 
regulations  (43  CFR  4150).  The  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
investigates  and  resolves  an  average  of  two  cases  of 
unauthorized  livestock  grazing  per  year.  In  our  opinion, 
unauthorized  grazing  on  public  land  is  not  a  serious 
problem  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area,  and  the  current 
regulations  are  adequate  for  preventing  and  controlling 
what  does  occur. 

The  estimate  of  an  enhanced  5  to  15%  increase  in  water 
yield  from  harvested  areas  is  a  documented  effect 
resulting  from  the  harvest.  The  water  augmentation  is  not 
a  separate  economic  program  that  was  designed  to  store 
and  distribute  a  gain  in  water  for  agricultural,  domestic 
or  industrial  purposes.  The  water  yield  is  merely  a  cited 
environmental  consequence  of  that  harvest  plan.  The 
entire  water  yield  will  not  be  stored  for  any  specific  use; 
it  is  simply  translated  to  streamflow  increases. 

Traditional  stream  gaging  devices  commonly  have  a 
measurement  error  of  plus  or  minus  10%;  thus,  the 
enhanced  water  yield  very  well  may  be  undetectable. 

The  BLM  has  preharvest  baseline  data  on  several 
drainages  that  will  be  affected  by  timber  harvests.  Stream 
water  quantity  and  quality  measurements  will  be  made 
throughout  the  harvest  period.  Snow  survey  course  data 
also  are  available  to  estimate  the  increase  in  snow  depth 
and  water  content  after  the  harvest  is  conducted. 

The  land  classification  system  used  by  the  BLM  and  other 
federal  agencies,  including  the  Forest  Service,  is  the 
Bailey-Kuchler  Ecosystem  of  the  United  States.  A 
reference  to  the  map  outlining  this  system  has  been 
placed  in  the  "Additional  References"  section  (USDA,  FS 
and  USDI,  GS  1976).  Under  this  system  the  Gardner 
Mountain  and  North  Fork  WSAs  were  classified  as 
Douglas-fir  forest  types.  It  is  recognized  that  these  two 
WSAs  are  near  the  transition  border  of  ecosystems  and 
contain  sagebrush,  shrublands,  and  grasslands.  However, 
we  still  conclude  that  the  most  accurate  representation 
of  this  ecosystem  is  the  Douglas-fir  forest  type.  We  agree 
that  some  features  of  these  WSAs  may  be  different  from 
the  high  elevation  forest  types  in  the  NWPS  in  Wyoming; 
however,  in  general  terms  many  features  are  similar. 

In  response  to  public  concerns,  an  additional  alternative 
has  been  developed  and  analyzed  for  the  Fortification 
Creek  WSA.  See  the  addenda  to  appendix  7  and  response 
30  to  letter  14. 

Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

"Conflict  resolution"  alternatives  were  initially  considered 

for  the  Gardner  Mountain  and  North  Fork  WSAs,  but  they 
were  not  analyzed  in  detail  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS 
for  reasons  discussed  on  page  272.  We  can  find  no  other 
conflicts  in  these  WSAs.  Timber  was  the  only  resource 
with   potential   resource  conflicts  that  would   warrant 
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consideration  or  analysis  in  a  "conflict  resolution" 
alternative.  The  second  draft  RMP/EIS  does  contain 
discussion  of  retaining  the  forestlands  and  not  harvesting 
their  timber  under  the  "all  w/ilderness"  alternative  (D).  The 
lack  of  legal  public  access  to  timber  does  not  prevent 
the  timber  from  being  harvested.  Access  can  be  acquired, 
and  this  happens  frequently  in  this  resource  area.  See 
response  30  to  letter  14. 

10.  Your  preference  for  wilderness  has   been   noted.   We 

appreciate  your  comments.  Also  see  response  31  to  letter 
14. 

11.  The  Buffalo  Resource  Area  timber  sale  records  indicate 

that  the  demand  for  minor  forest  products,  particularly 
fuelwood,  has  increased  each  year  for  at  least  the  past 
five  years.  The  commercial  forestlands,  where  minor 
forest  product  sales  are  currently  taking  place,  are 
primarily  in  the  mountains;  therefore,  they  are 
inaccessible  for  fuelwood  cutting  from  November  to  late 
May.  The  woodlands  and  noncommercial  forestlands,  on 
the  other  hand,  are  primarily  at  lower  elevations,  so  they 
usually  are  accessible  for  most  of  the  year.  The  demand 
for  fuelwood,  which  continues  during  winter  and  spring, 
could  be  met  by  sales  from  the  woodlands  and/or 
noncommercial  forestlands. 

At  this  time  the  BLM  has  no  active  management  program 
for  the  woodlands.  Sales  of  minor  forest  products  from 
the  woodlands  and/or  noncommercial  forestlands  may  be 
used  as  a  management  tool  in  the  future  for  manipulation 
of  the  vegetation  to  enhance  forest  growing  conditions. 
The  intensity  of  management  in  the  woodlands  and 
noncommercial  forestlands  would  not  be  as  great  as  that 
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RTwder  River  Basin  Resource  Council 

48  North  Main    Sheridan,  Wyo.  82601    (3071672-5809 

November  22,  2984 


file 


Bes 


singer 
Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Manage 
300  Soruce  Street 
Buffalo.  »Y  82834 


Dear  Glenn, 


Enclosed  are  the  comments  of  the  oowder  River  Basin  Resouce 
Council  on  the  Buffalo  Area  Resource  Management  Plan  -  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.   I  hope  they  will  prove  helpful 
In  the  preparat ioni  of  a  supplemental  draft,  or  the  final  document. 

I  appreciate  your  willingness  to  accept  comments  post- 
marked on  the  23rd.   I  hope  these  will  get  to  your  office  by 
that  time. .but  with  Thanksgiving  and  all  I  cannot  be  sure. 
1  did  tell  other  people  that  you  would  accept  the  comments 
postmarked  on  the  23rd. 


practiced  for  the  commercial  forestlands,  and  overall 
benefits  should  exceed  costs  at  the  lower  management 
intensity. 

The  summary  of  the  timber  harvest  program  for  the  south 
Big  Horns  included  in  appendix  5  contains  a  brief  rationale 
for  the  selection  of  a  preferred  harvest  goal  (page  254). 
The  source  document,  which  is  on  file  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  office,  contains  a  more  detailed  analysis 
(USDI,  BLM  1982m). 

12.  See  response  5  to  letter  9. 
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Rovy(der  River  Basin  Resource  Council 

46  North  Main   Sherldwi.Wyo.  62601    (307)672-5809 


November  22,    1984 

PRBRC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  BUFFALO 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

The  Powder  River  Basin  Resource  Council  (PRBRC)  submits  these 
comments  in  addition  to  the  statement  presented  during  the 
September  26,  1984  hearing  in  Buffalo. 

PRBRC  commends  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  producing  a 
second  Draft  EIS/RMP  for  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  This  draft  is 
better  than  the  first  -  though  it  too  is  seriously  deficient  in 
many  areas.  Of  greatest  concern  to  PRBRC  is  BLM  s  blatant 
disregard  for  the  traditional  rural  and  agricultural  lifestyle 
and  way-of-life  that  is  found  in  the  region.  BLM's  willingness 
to  bend  over  backwords  to  get  rid  of  our  nation's  non-renewable 
resources  often  leaves  agriculture  out  in  the  cold.  The  dramatic 
lack  of  information  and  lack  of  mitigation  measures  for  a  number 
of  energy  development  related  impacts  on  our  people,  land,  air 
and  water  demonstrates  this  blatant  attitude. 


The  Draft  RMP  failed  to  provide  a 
that  looks  to  future  generations.   There 
for   the   people   or   the   environment   in   thi 
Everything  seems  deferred  to  a   later  date  and 
should  be  corrected  in  a  supplemental  draft  or 


I 

1 

1 

!i 

43  CONSERVATION:  BLM  totally  ignores  conservation  of  non-renewable 
I  resources  in  the  Buffalo  RMP.  All  semblance  in  managing  our 
I  nation  's   resources  for  the  greatest  good  for  the  greatest  number 

Sof  the  long  term  is  lost  document.  BLM  should  discuss  how  much 
.coal  is  lost  by  the  failure  of  coal  companies  to  mine  all  of  the 
1  seams  in  a  coal   lease.    How  much  coal  is  wasted  under  current 


iced  multiple  use  program 
'  few  protections 

proposed  plan, 
nother  EIS.  This 
I  the  final. 

The  Alternatives  listed  by  BLM  are  not  adequate.  Alternative 
,  the  "No  Action"  alternative  is  not  no  action.  It  merely 
aintains  the  status  quo  -  which  involves  a  majo 
ignificantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  huma 
eal  "No  Action"  alternative  should  involve  n 
xcept  possibly  emergency  leases.  BLM 
onsideration  of  a  "no  grazing"  option,  but  d 
no  mineral  leasing"  alternative. 


federal 

environment .   A 

coal   leasing, 

discusses    the 

es  not  discuss  a 


supposed  to  provide  greatei 
environment  is  much  different 
alternatives.  There  needs  to 
regarding  management  of   coal, 


Iternative  that  is 

protection   to   people   and    the 

than  Alternative  B  or   the  other 

be  a  clear  alternative,   especially 

uranium,  bentonite  and  oil  &  gas. 


ve  D  needs  to  be  changed,   it  needs  to  be 


iable  and 


115 


Consultation  and  Public  Involvement 


23-3 


23-5 


«l  op 

J  th 


.ons  in  the  Powder  River  Basin?  BLM  also  did  not  comment  on 
g  cne  large  amount  of  natural  gas  that  is  lost  as  a  result  of 
I  venting  and  flaring.  How  much  gas  has  been  lost  as  a  result  of 
I  these  practices  in  the  Powder  River  Basin?  BLM  should  adopt 
k  mitigation  measures  to  control  the  waste  of  our  resources. 

COAL :  BLM  should  address  the  need  for  coal  leasing.  The  amount 
of  coal  available  in  this  plan  far  exceeds  any  realistic  need  for 
leasing.  How  much  coal  (state,  federal  and  private)  is  leased 
and  how  much  is  available  in  the  Powder  River  Basin?  There  seems 
to  be  enough  coal  under  existing  leases  and  permits  to  satisfy 
any  realistic  needs  for  much  more  than  ten  years. 

The  preferred  alternative  recommends  making  32  billion  tons  of 
coal  available  over  454,000  acres.  But  all  of  the  coal  in  the 
basin  seems  to  be  available  for  noncompetitive  leasing.  (Page 
40).  BLM  makes  too  much  coal  available,  then  opens  up  even  more. 
This  doesn't  make  good  planning  sence .  BLM  has  the  opportunity 
to  pick  the  best  coal  lands  and,  if  necessary,  make  them 
available  for  leasing.  Only  the  lands  with  the  least 
environmental,  social  and  economic  impacts  should  be  considered. 
BLM  should  use  the  RMP  to  eliminate  the  poorer  areas. 

uld  be  removed  on 


192  actions  proposed  in  this  plan  will  contribute  to  that  increase 


«s 


0|   On  page  1 51  BLM  mentions  that  vegetation 
2  18,000  acres.   What  level  of  mining  is  considered?   How  is  th 


U  10, 

^  reflected  in  other  areas  of  the  document  and  in  other 
i alternatives?  BLM  should  use  this  document  to  plan  reasonable 
fc  development  of  coal  areas  to  minimize  impacts. 


areas 

BLM  has  deferred  too  much  of  the  application  of  unsuitability 
criteria  to  later  decisions.  Since  there  is  enough  coal 
available  in  the  basin,  BLM  should  keep  potential  areas  of 
conflict  out  of  further  consideration,  especially  in  regard  to 
alluvial  valley  floors.  AVFs  only  comprise  about  3*  of  this 
region  -  why  not  protect  this  valuable  resource  and  decide  to  not 
lease  coal  under  potential  AVFs?  Wyoming  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  has  studied  potential  AVFs ,  this 
information  should  be  used  to  eliminate  these  lands  from  further 
leasing  consideration. 

89   BLM  has  also  thrown  lands  in  the  further  planning  category 

1  where  surface  landowners  have  indicated  they  do  not  intend  to 
Igrant  surface  owner  consent  to  mine.  BLM  also  failed  to  identify 
J  the  preferences  for  many  landowners  not  in  Campbell  County.  This 
Jshould  be  an  early  screen  that  will  let  BLM  delete  areas  from 
|further  leasing  consideration.  BLM  should  also  delineate  areas 
Kwhere  a  significant  number  of  surface  landowners  do  not  want  coal 
Jleasing.   Why  wasn't  this  done  in  the  draft? 

Many  other  unsuitability  criteria  are  similarly  deferred.   BLM 
Ishould  use  this  planning  document  as  a  planning  document  and  have 


•S 


contradicts  the  simplistic  comment  on  page  159. 


t4£  BLM  does  not  have  a  plan  to  assure  that  grasshoppers  will  be 
I  control  led  on  BLM  lands .  BLM 's  failure  to  control  grasshoppers 
I  on  federal  land  can  add  to  the  problems  on  nearby  private  land, 
k  This  should  be  addressed  in  the  RMP. 


1SI 


I 


BLM  seems  to  take  the  position  that  livestock  numbers  are 
directly  related  to  overgrazing.  This  is  not  necessarily  the 
case.  Recent  work  by  Allen  Savory  (Center  for  Holistic  Resource 
Management)  demonstrate  that  livestock  numbers  should  not 
necessarily  be  reduced  to  increase  forage.  The  key  is  proper 
management.  Statements  like  the  one  on  page  82,  that  no  new 
pasture  or  cross  fences  can  be  constructed  limit  BLM 's  management 
tool.  BLM  should  consider  using  livestock  to  trample  grass  into 
the  soil,  break  up  caked  soil  surface,  and  improve  range 
productivity.  As  Savory  found,  increased  livestock  numbers  can 
aid  this  cause.  BLM  should  embark  upon  joint  management  programs 
with  landowners  to  test  this  technique. 


How 


any  jobs  does  agriculture  pr 
iny  jobs  will 
nonrenewable 


ide 


the  Powder  River 


re  depleted? 


"! 


AIR :  BLM  admits  on  page  136  that  Wyoming's  24  your  standards 

would  be  violated.   is  BLM  authorizing  activities  that  would 

^  knowingly  contribute  to  the  the  violation  of  state  and  federal 

I  laws?   It  seems  as  if  BLM  has  already  caused  some  violations 

1  through  their  actions  -  are  more  in  the  woodwork  due  to  this  RMP? 

2  What  mitigation  measures  does  BLM  have  to  address  this  point? 

1S^  WATER :  BLM  has  ignored  many  water  impacts  in  the  RMP.  Planned 
I  and  proposed  water  development  projects  must  be  discussed,  as 
Swell  as  their  potential  impacts.  BLM  is  misleading  on  page  11  - 
I  irrigation  does  occur  on  the  Powder  River.  BUI  should  analyze  and 
I  develop  a  plan  to  improve  water  quality  on  this  and  other 
I  rivers. 

109  Groundwater  impacts  from  mining  and  exploration  are  not 
fe adequately  addressed.   The  Fort  Union  formation  has  a  high 

(potential  to  be  impacted  from  current  and  future  coal  mines. 

'This  should  be  analyzed.  BLM  admits  that  mining  destroys 
aquifers  and  causes  drawdowns  and  that  spoils  degrade 
groundwater.  BLM  should  mention  that  spoils  have  caused  a  two 
the  three  times  increase  in  TDS  in  Decker  and  Big  Horn  mines. 
BLM  should  mention  that  historical  sources  of  domestic  water  have 
and  will  be  destroyed  by  mining.  BLM  should  present  mitigation 
measures  to  protect  this  precious  resource.  How  long  will  it 
take  for  the  solution  rate  of  spoils  to  return  to  normal? 


23-4 
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an  alternative  that  considers  these  matters.  Then  BLM  should 
adopt  a  policy  that  protects  these  resources.  After  all,  how 
much  coal  would  be  available  if  BLM  removed  coal  from 
consideration  that  had  a  real  potential  of  being  an  AVF,  not 
having  surface  owner  consent,  or  meeting  one  of  the  other 
unsuitability  criteria? 

PRLAs:  BLM  has  done  a  poor  job  analyzing  the  PRLAs .  The  quote 
on  page  17  stating  that  BLM  found  "no  unique  resource  values  in 
the  PRLAs,  and  there  have  been  no  exchange  proposals"  is 
inexcusable.  There  are  many  ranchers  above  PRLA  coal  that  would 
disagree  with  BLM's  bureaucratic  assessment.  Apparently  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  doesn't  consider  viable  ranches  unique 
or  resource  values.  tX)I  seems  willing  to  find  that  federal 
surface  owner  consent  provisions  do  not  apply  to  PRLAs,  but  does 
not  seem  willing  to  protect  Wyoming s  ranches.  Doesn  't  BLM  care 
that  people  live  and  ranch  over  the  74,000  plus  acres  of  PRLAs 
and  that  many  of  these  operations  would  be  destroyed  by  "^ini^^? 
Exchanges  should  be  considered  as  options  on 
significantly  impact  ranching  operations. 


ill  PRLAs  that  could 


1  1^   CULTURAL   RESOURCES : 


BLM  needs  to  identify  other  cultural 
fie  about  what  wi  11  and  what  wil  1  not  be 
fallowed  that  could  damage  the  resources.  Recent  finds  on  the 
1  Middle  Fork  near  Barnum  are  prime  candidates.  Wyoming 
I  cultural  resource  areas  should  be  protected  from  any 
I  disturbance  "'  -^^ 


best 
gnif icant 


destructio 


,aj 
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MIDDLE  FORK:  BLM  recently  granted  a  right-of-way  for  a 
reservoir  on~Middle  Fork  of  the  Powder  above  Kaycee.  PRBRC 
protests  that  action,  because  insufficient  analysis  of  social, 
economic  and  environmental  impacts  was  completed.  BLM  also 
f ai led  to  adequately  notify  the  publ ic  and  interested  parties 
prior  to  issuing  the  ROW.  Recent  investigation  have  indicated  one 
of  the  richest  archeological  sites  in  the  state  that  would  be 
inundated  by  the  reservoir.  This  resource  must  be  inventoried 
and  protected.  Impacts  of  this  and  other  actions  on  water  users 
downstream  must  be  analyzed.  A  geologic  investigation  of  the 
area  should  be  done.  BLM  has  an  affirmative  obligation  to 
address  these  and  other  issues. 

im  that  "(nlone  of  the 

»uld  have  significant 

ndication  that  either 

care  what  happens  to  agriculture,  or  that 


AGRICULTURE:  On  page  159  BLM  made  the  c 
alternatives  proposed  in  this  document 
impacts  on  agriculture."  This  is  a  clea 
BLM  does  not  know 


the  doc 
potentii 
related 
economi 


The 


ent  as  a  resource  management  plan  is  meaningless 

impacts  to  agriculture  from  grazing  changes,  mining 
mpacts,  and  other  factors  are  tremendous.   The  social, 

and  environmental  changes  in  the  Powder  River  Basin 

^.ng  the  last  decade  should  demonstrate  this  simple  fact.   The 

fact  that  BLM  assumes  the  population  will  double  -  and  that 
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RECLAMATION!  BLM  lists  a  number  of  mines  on  page  151  claiming 
successful  reclamation.  PRBRC  submits  that  the  time  period  is 
too  short  to  tell.  How  many  Notices  of  Violation  for  reclamation 
violations  from  Wyoming  DEQ  have  these  companies  had  in  the  past 
five  years?  Have  any  bonds  been  released  due  to  successful 
reclamation  on  these  mines?  What  criteria  is  BLM  using  for  this 
claim  of  successful  reclamation?  On  page  165  BLM  claims 
postmining  vegetation  wil  1  probably  exceed  premining  production 
levels.  PRBRC  requests  that  BLM  substantiate  this  claim,  citing 
sources,  rational  and  examples  for  this  claim. 

OIL  AND  GAS:  BLM  does  not  address  the  impacts  of  exploring  for, 
and  developing  oil  and  gas  in  the  mountains.  Impacts  to  water, 
wildlife  and  recreation  should  be  addressed  in  this  EIS  for  any 
potential  development  in  or  near  the  Big  Horns.  All  oil  and  gas 
leases  issued  or  renewed  by  BLH  should  have  an  option  for  no 
surface  occupancy  in  case  later  environmental  or  social 
investigations  require  that  action. 

EXPLORATION  DRILLING:  Drilling  and  shooting  holes  is  a  common 
technique  for  locating  many  different  minerals.  BLM  should 
require  that  no  seismic  exploration  is  to  occur  by  drilling  and 
shooting  holes  unless  no  alternatives  are  available.  Surface 
exploration  (vibrosizers  etc.)  and  sharing  of  seismic  data 
should  be  encouraged. 

BLM  recognizes  (page  156)  that  damage  is  caused  by  improperly 
plugged  exploration  holes.  In  fact,  the  Powder  River  Basin 
probably  looks  like  a  colander  from  the  bottom.  BLM  must  do 
something  about  this  problem.  More  inspection  of  drillers,  and  a 
program  for  locating  problem  holes  should  be  instituted. 

for  transmission  lines, 
DeSmet ,  and  along  the 
Has  BLM  contacted  landowners  along  these  corridors 
^  tw  w<=L=i...*..c  that  they  are  in  the  best  location?  Has  BLM  adopted 
I  mitigation  stipulations  for  these  routes?  PRBRC  recommends 
I  mitigation  measures  protecting  existing  agricultural  operations 
S  should  be  developed .  The  Corridors  should  be  shown  in  more 
'detail  in  the  document. 

PRBRC  thanks  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  Buffalo 'RMP/EIS.  We  hope  you  sincerely  consider 
these  comments. 


Respectfully  submitted. 
Grant  Parker 


! 

23|   RIGHTS-OF-WAY:  BLM  proposes  corridors 
I  railroads,  etcetera  east  of  Buffalo  -" 
K  Powder 
5  to  det 
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:^^ 


POWDER  RIVER  BASIN  RESOURCE  COUNCIL 


Dear  Glenn, 

I  re*d  over  our  comments  on  the  Buffalo  RMP 
thla  weekend  and  discovered  tKat  we  senc  out  the 
next  to  the  last  draft.   1  am  sending  a  copy  of  our 
final  conments  for  your  ease  of  reading. 

There  are  no  substantive  changes  -  Just  the 
addition  of  a  few  words  to  make  the  meaning  clearer. 
I  an  only  sending  new  copies  of  the  first  three  pages 
The  rest  have  no  changes  and  are  the  same  as  were 
submitted  last  week. 


Thanks  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Grant  Parker 


current  operations  in  the  Powder  River  Basil 
comment  on  the  large  amount  of  natural  gas 
result  of  venting  and  flaring.  How  much  gas 
result  of  these  practices  in  the  Powder  Rive 


?  BLM  also  did  not 

that  is  lost  as  a 

has  been  lost  as  a 

Basin?  BLM  should 


adopt  mitigation  measures  to  control  the  waste  of  our  resources. 


sddress  the  need  for  coal  leasing.  The  amount 
1  this  plan  far  exceeds  any  realistic  need  for 
coal  (state,  federal  and  private)  is  leased 
ilable  in  the  Powder  River  Basin?  There  seems 
•r  existing  leases  and  permits  to 
much  more  than  ten  years. 


COAL:  BLM  should 
of  coal  available  i 
leasing.  How  much 
and  how  much  is  ava 
to  be  more  than  enc 
satisfy  any  realist 

The  preferred  alternative  recommends  making  32  billion  tons  of 
coal  available  over  454,000  acres.  But  aj_l  of  the  coal  in  the 
basin  seems  to  be  available  for  noncompetitive  leasing .  ( Page 
40).  BLM  makes  too  much  coal  available,  then  opens  up  even  more. 
This  doesn't  make  good  planning  sense.  BLM  has  the  opportunity 
to  pick  the  best  coal  lands  and,  if  necessary,  make  them 
available  for  leasing.  Only  the  lands  with  the  least 
environmental,  social  and  economic  impacts  should  be  considered. 
BLM  should  use  the  RMP  to  eliminate  the  poorer  areas. 

On  page  151  BLM  mentions  that  vegetation  would  be  removed  on 
18, 000  acres.  What  level  of  mining  is  considered?  How  is  this 
reflected  in  other  areas  of  the  document  and  in  other 
alternatives?  BLM  should  use  this  document  to  plan  reasonable 
development  of  coal  areas  to  minimize  impacts. 


BLM  has  deferred  too  much  of  the 
criteria   to   later   decisions.    S 
available  in  the  basin,   BLM 
conflict  out  of  further  consi 


pplication  of  unsuitability 

Since   there   is   enough   coal 

should  keep  potential   areas  of 

tion,  especially  in  regard  to 


alluvial  valley  floors.  AVFs  only  comprise 
region  -  why  not  protect  this  valuable  resource  and  decide  to  not 
lease  coal  under  potential  AVFs?  Wyoming  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  has  studied  potential  AVFs,  this 
information  should  be  used  to  eliminate  these  lands  from  further 
leasing  consideration. 

BLM  has  also  thrown  lands  in  the  further  planning  category 
where  surface  landowners  have  indicated  they  do  not  intend  to 
grant  surface  owner  consent  to  mine.  BLM  also  failed  to  identify 
the  preferences  for  many  landowners  not  in  Campbell  County.  This 
should  be  an  early  screen  that  will  let  BLM  delete  areas  from 
further  leasing  consideration.  BLM  should  also  delineate  areas 
where  a  significant  number  of  surface  landowners  do  not  want  coal 
leasing.   Why  wasn't  this  done  in  the  draft? 


Many  other 
should  use  this  pla 


tab 


ility  criteri 
,ng  document 


re  similarly  deferred.   BLM 
I  planning  document  and  have 


Powder  River  Basin  Resource  Council 

48  North  Ma.n  Sheridan,  Wyo  82801  (307)  672-5809 


November  22,  1984 

PRBRC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  BUFFALO 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

The  Powder  River  Basin  Resource  Council  (PRBRC)  submits  these 
comments  in  addition  to  the  statement  presented  during  the 
September  26,  1984  hearing  in  Buffalo. 

PRBRC  conmends  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  producing  a 
second  Draft  EIS/RMP  for  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  This  draft  is 
better  than  the  first  -  though  it  too  is  seriously  deficient  in 
many  areas .  Of  greatest  concern  to  PRBRC  is  BLM  s  blatant 
disregard  for  the  traditional  rural  and  agricultural  lifestyle 
and  way-of-life  that  is  found  in  the  region.  BLM's  willingness 
to  bend  over  backwords  to  get  rid  of  our  nation's  non-renewable 
resources  often  leaves  agriculture  out  in  the  cold.  The  dramatic 
lack  of  information  and  lack  of  mitigation  measures  for  a  number 
of  energy  development  related  impacts  on  our  people,  land,  air 
and  water  demonstrates  this  blatant  attitude. 

The  Draft  RMP  failed  to  provide  a  balanced  multiple  use  program 
that  looks  to  future  generations.  There  are  very  few  protections 
for  the  people  or  the  environment  in  this  proposed  plan. 
Everything  seems  deferred  to  a  later  date  and  another  EIS.  This 
should  be  corrected  in  a  supplemental  draft  or  in  the  final. 

The  Alternatives  listed  by  BLM  are  not  adequate.  Alternative 
A,  the  "No  Action"  alternative  is  not  no  action.  It  merely 
maintains  the  status  quo  -  which  involves  a  major  federal  action 
significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  A 
real  "No  Action"  alternative  should  involve  no  coal  leasing, 
except  possibly  emergency  leases.  BLM  discusses  the 
consideration  of  a  "no  grazing"  option,  but  does  not  discuss  a 
"no  mineral  leasing"  alternative. 


Another  problem  is  that  Alter 
supposed  to  provide  greater  prot 
environment  is  not  much  different  th, 
alternatives.  There  needs  to  be  a  <: 
regarding  management  of  coal,  uranii 
Alternative  D  needs  to  be  changed, 
real  alternative. 


e  D  -  the  alternative  that  is 

:ion   to   people   and   the 

Alternative  B  or  the  other 

ar  alternative,  especially 

bentonite  and  oil  &  gas. 

needs  to  be  a  viable  and 


CONSERVATION:  BLM  totally  ignores  conservation  of  non-renewable 
resources  in  the  Buffalo  RMP.  All  semblance  in  managing  our 
nation's  resources  for  the  greatest  good  for  the  greatest  number 
of  the  long  term  is  lost  in  this  document.  BLM  should  discuss 
how  much  coal  is  lost  by  the  failure  of  coal  companies  to  mine 
all  of  the  seams  in  a  coal  lease.   How  much  coal  is  wasted  under 


an  alternative  that  considers  these  matters.  Then  BLM  should 
adopt  a  policy  that  protects  these  resources.  After  all,  how 
much  coal  would  be  available  if  BI>1  removed  coal  from 
consideration  that  had  a  real  potential  of  being  an  AVF,  not 
having  surface  owner  consent,  or  meeting  one  of  the  other 
unsuitability  criteria? 


the  PRLAs.  The  quote 


PRLAs :  BLM  has  done  a  poor  job  analyz 
on  page  17  stating  that  BLM  found  "no  unique  resource  values  in 
the  PRLAs,  and  there  have  been  no  exchange  proposals"  is 
inexcusable.  There  are  many  ranchers  above  PRLA  coal  that  would 
disagree  with  BLM's  bureaucratic  assessment.  Apparently  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  doesn't  consider  viable  ranches  unique 
or  resource  values.  DOI  seems  willing  to  find  that  federal 
surface  owner  consent  provisions  do  not  apply  to  PRLAs,  but  does 
not  seem  willing  to  protect  Wyomings  ranches.  Doesn't  BLM  care 
that  people  1  ive  and  ranch  over  the  74, 000  plus  acres  of  PRLAs 
and  that  many  of  these  operations  woul  d  be  destroyed  by  mini-ng? 
Exchanges  should  be  considered  as  options  on  all  PRLAs  that  could 
significantly  impact  ranching  operations. 


CULTURAL   RESOURCES : 


BLM 


needs   to   identify   other   cultural 


resources  and  be  specific  about  what  will 
allowed  that  could  damage  the  resources.  Recent  finds  on  the 
Middle  Fork  near  Barnum  are  prime  candidates.  Wyoming's  best 
cultural  resource  areas  should  be  protected  from  any  significant 
disturbance  or  destruction. 


MIDDLE   FORK: 


BLM 


recently   granted 


ight-of- 


for 


reservoir  on  Middle  Fork  of  the  Powder  above  Kaycee.  PRBRC 
protests  that  action,  because  insufficient  analysis  of  social, 
economic  and  environmental  impacts  was  completed .  BLM  a  I  so 
f ai led  to  adequately  notify  the  public  and  interested  parties 
prior  to  issuing  the  ROW.  Recent  investigation  have  indicated  one 
of  the  richest  archeologica 1  sites  in  the  state  that  would  be 
inundated  by  the  reservoir.  This  resource  must  be  inventoried 
and  protected.  Impacts  of  this  and  other  actions  on  water  users 
downstream  must  be  analyzed.  A  geologic  investigation  of  the 
area  should  be  done.  BLM  has  an  affirmative  obligation  to 
address  these  and  other  issues. 

AGRICULTURE:  On  page  159  BLM  made  the  claim  that  "tn)one  of  the 
alternatives  proposed  in  this  document  would  have  significant 
impacts  on  agriculture."  This  is  a  clear  indication  that  either 
BLM  does  not  know  or  care  what  happens  to  agriculture,  or  that 
the  document  as  a  resource  management  plan  is  meaningless.  The 
potential  impacts  to  agriculture  from  grazing  changes,  mining 
related  impacts,  and  other  factors  are  tremendous.  The  social, 
economic  and  environmental  changes  in  the  Powder  River  Basin 
during  the  last  decade  should  demonstrate  this  simple  fact.  The 
fact  that  BLM  assumes  the  population  wil  1  double  -  and  that 
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actions  proposed  in  this  plan  will  contribute  to  that  increase 
contradicts  the  simplistic  conunent  on  page  159. 

BLM  does  not  have  a  plan  to  assure  that  grasshoppers  will  be 
controlled  on  BLM  lands.  BLM's  failure  to  control  grasshoppers 
on  federal  land  can  add  to  the  problems  on  nearby  private  land. 
This  should  be  addressed  in  the  RMP. 

BLM  seems  to  take  the  position  that  livestock  numbers  are 
directly  related  to  overgrazing.  This  is  not  necessarily  the 
case.  Recent  work  by  Allen  Savory  (Center  for  Holistic  Resource 
Management)  demonstrate  that  livestock  numbers  should  not 
necessarily  be  reduced  to  increase  forage.  The  key  is  proper 
management.  statements  like  the  one  on  page  62,  that  no  new 
pasture  or  cross  fences  can  be  constructed  limit  BLM's  management 
tool.  BLM  should  consider  using  livestock  to  trample  grass  into 
the  soil,  break  up  caked  soil  surfaoe,  and  improve  range 
productivity.  is  Savory  found,  increased  livestock  numbers  can 
aid  this  cause.  B,LM  should  embark  upon  joint  management  programs 
with  landowners  to'  test  this  technique. 

How  many  jobs  does  agriculture  provide  in  the  Powder  River 
Basin?  How  many  jobs  will  agriculture  be  able  to  provide  in  the 
future  after  nonrenewable  resources  are  depleted? 

AIR:  BLM  admits  on  page  138  that  Wyoming's  24  your  standards 
would  be  violated.  Is  BLM  authorizing  activities  that  would 
knowingly  contribute  to  the  the  violation  of  state  and  federal 
laws?  It  seems  as  if  BLM  has  already  caused  some  violations 
through  their  actions  -  are  more  in  the  woodwork  due  to  this  RMP? 
what  mitigation  measures  does  BLM  have  to  address  this  point? 

WATER:  BLM  has  ignored  many  water  impacts  in  the  RHP.  Planned 
and  proposed  water  development  projects  must  be  discussed,  as 
well  as  their  potential  impacts.  BLM  is  misleading  on  page  U  - 
irrigation  does  occur  on  the  Powder  River.  BLM  should  analyze  and 
develop  a  plan  to  improve  water  quality  on  this  and  other 
rivers. 

Groundwater  impacts  from  mining  and  exploration  are  not 
adequately  addressed.  The  Fort  Union  formation  has  a  high 
potential  to  be  impacted  from  current  and  future  coal  mines. 
This  should  be  analyzed.  BLM  admits  that  mining  destroys 
aquifers  and  causes  drawdowns  and  that  spoils  degrade 
groundwater.  BLM  should  mention  that  spoils  have  caused  a  two 
the  three  times  increase  in  TDS  in  Decker  and  Big  Horn  mines. 
BLM  should  mention  that  historical  sources  of  domestic  water  have 
and  will  be  destroyed  by  mining.  BLM  should  present  mitigation 
measures  ta  protect  this  precious  resource.  How  long  will  it 
take  for  the  solution  rate  of  spoils  to  return  to  normal? 


Responses  to  Letter  23 

1.  The  agricultural  lifestyle  has  not  been  disregarded  in  the 
preparation  of  the  RMP/EIS.  Overall,  the  effects  on  people 
and  lifestyles  should  be  beneficial.  For  example,  the 
proposed  plan  will  make  additional  AUMs  available  for 
livestock  use  through  development  of  AMPs.  Those  AMPs 
will  be  developed  in  full  coordination  and  cooperation 
with  the  individual  ranchers,  whose  specific  needs  will 
be  addressed. 

Mitigating  measures  for  impacts  from  energy  development 
are  addressed  in  the  proposed  plan  under  each  program. 
Examples  are  restrictions  on  slopes,  restrictions  during 
wet  conditions,  and  measures  to  benefit  wildlife.  Other 
considerations  are  provided  through  various  laws  and 
regulations;  for  example,  qualified  owners  of  private 
surface  over  federal  coal  must  give  their  consent  prior 
to  coal  leasing;  private  surface  owners  may  be 
compensated  for  use  of  their  surface  when  oil  and  gas 
is  developed. 

Other  reasons  for  the  lack  of  relatively  substantial 
discussion  of  the  effects  on  lifestyle  is  the  scattered  nature 
of  BLM-administered  lands.  This  public  land,  which  has 
been  fully  incorporated  into  the  ranch  operations,  provides 
only  about  5%  of  the  total  AUM  production  in  the  resource 
area.  Because  of  the  good  stewardship  of  the  local 
ranchers,  few  problems  have  been  encountered. 
Therefore,  we  do  not  agree  that  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  disregards  the  agricultural  lifestyle,  since  one  of  the 
major  issues  addressed  is  grazing  management. 
Additional  mitigative  measures  can  be  developed  during 
the  site-specific  analyses  for  specific  projects. 


RECLAMATION:  BLM  lists  a  number  of  mines  on  page  151  claiming 
successful  reclamation.  PRBRC  submits  that  the  time  period  is 
too  short  to  tell.  How  many  Notices  of  Violation  for  reclamation 
violations  from  Wyoming  DEQ  have  these  companies  had  in  the  past 
five  years?  Have  any  bonds  been  released  due  to  successful 
reclamation  on  these  mines?  what  criteria  is  BLH  using  for  this 
claim  of  successful  reclamation?  On  page  165  BLM  claims 
postmining  vegetation  will  probably  exceed  premining  production 
levels.  PRBRC  requests  that  BLM  substantiate  this  claim,  citing 
sources,  rational  and  examples  for  this  claim. 

OIL  AND  GAS:  BLM  does  not  address  the  impacts  of  exploring  for, 
and  developing  oil  and  gas  in  the  mountains.  Impacts  to  w^ter, 
wildlife  and  recreation  should  be  addressed  in  this  EIS  for  any 
potential  development  m  or  near  the  Big  Horns.  All  oil  and  gas 
leases  issued  or  renewed  by  BLM  should  have  an  option  for  no 
surface  'occupancy  m  case  later  environmental  or  social 
investigations  require  that  action. 

EXPLORATION  DRILLING:  Drilling  and  shooting  holes  is  a  common 
technique  for  locating  many  different  minerals.  BLM  should 
require  that  no  seismic  exploration  is  to  occur  by  drilling  and 
shooting  holes  unless  no  alternatives  ar 
exploration  (vibrosizers  etc.)  and  shai 
should  be  encouraged. 

BLM  recognizes  (page  156)  that  damage  is  caused  by  improperly 
plugged  exploration  holes.  In  fact,  the  Powder  River  Basin 
probably  looks  like  a  colander  from  the  bottom.  BLM  must  do 
something  about  this  problem.  More  inspection  of  drillers,  and  a 
program  for  locating  problem  holes  should  be  ins-iituted. 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY:  BLM  proposes  corridors  for  transmission  lines, 
railroads,  etcetera  east  of  Buffalo  and  DeSmet ,  and  along  the 
Powder  River.  Has  BLM  contacted  landowners  alone  these  corridors 
to  determine  that  they  are  in  the  best  location?  Has  BLM  adopted 
mitigation  stipulations  for  these  routes?  i'RBRC  recommends 
mitigation  measures  protecting  existing  agricultural  operations 
should  be  developed.  The  Corridors  should  be  shown  in  more 
detail  in  the  document. 

PRBRC  thanks  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  Buffalo  RMP/EIS.  We  hope  you  sincerely  consider 
these  comments. 


Respectfully  submitted. 
Grant  Parker 


2.  The  "no  action"  alternative,  as  defined  in  the  planning 

regulations  (43  CFR  1610.4-5)  means  a  continuation  of 
present  levels  or  systems  of  resource  use.  This  is 
explained  on  pages  15  and  19  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS. 

The  reason  for  not  addressing  a  "no  coal  leasing" 
alternative  is  discussed  in  the  response  to  comment  9  of 
the  public  hearing.  The  regulations  implementing  NEPA 
(40  CFR  1502.14a)  indicate  that  all  reasonable  alternatives 
should  be  evaluated.  Page  15  of  the  second  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  also  contains  a  statement  that  alternatives  are  to  be 
reasonable  and  achievable.  As  was  pointed  out  on  page 
100  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS,  it  was  assumed  that 
any  future  demand  for  coal  would  have  to  be  met  by  leasing 
of  federal  coal.  Considering  the  extensive  federal  coal 
estates  in  the  Powder  River  Basin,  we  believe  that 
assumption  is  valid. 

3.  See  response  5  to  letter  9. 

4.  We  do   not  agree  that  conservation   of  nonrenewable 

resources  is  ignored  in  the  document.  Restricting 
availability  of  nonrenewable  resources  does  not 
necessarily  provide  the  greatest  good  to  the  greatest 
number  of  people.  The  intent  of  this  RMP/EIS  and  of 
future  management  is  to  achieve  balanced  multiple  use 
with  safeguards  that  will  not  allow  the  use  of  one  resource 
to  the  exclusion  of  another. 

Coal  recovery  and  gas  flaring  are  not  within  the  scope 
of  this  document.  Those  aspects  of  the  minerals  program 
are  controlled  by  existing  federal  and  state  laws. 
Consideration  for  maximum  economic  recovery  of  coal 
resources  is  required  by  law  during  mine  plan  review  and 
approval  as  well  as  during  mine  operation. 
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The  coal  recovery  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  coal  mines 
Is  generally  estimated  at  90%,  with  some  mines  recovering 
95%.  The  recovery  from  multi-seam  operations  is  less, 
about  85%.  Recovery  may  be  even  less  in  difficult  areas 
of  faulting  with  multiple  seams  such  as  the  area  north 
of  Sheridan.  All  economically  recoverable  seams  are 
normally  mined.  Coal  recovery  is  discussed  in  detail  in 
Ihe  Powder  River  Coal  Region  Tract  Summaries  (USD\,  BLM 
1983d)  and  in  the  draft  EIS  for  the  round  II  coal  lease 
sale(USDI,  BLM  1984a). 

The  BLM  regulates  the  venting  and  flaring  of  natural  gas 
in  cooperation  with  the  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas 
Commission.  Estimates  of  the  volumes  lost  are  not 
available.  Authorized  venting  and  flaring  of  gas  is  subject 
to  regulations  that  state  the  conditions  under  which  it  may 
be  flared  or  vented.  Long-term  venting  or  flaring  of  gas 
normally  is  not  permitted  on  federal  leases.  However,  it 
may  be  permitted  if  conservation  of  such  gas  would  lead 
to  premature  abandonment  of  an  oil  well  that  produces 
gas  and  if  more  energy  would  be  lost  through  conservation 
than  would  be  recovered  if  venting  or  flaring  was 
permitted.  An  evaluation  is  made  to  determine  if 
expenditures  to  market  the  gas  or  to  use  it  beneficially 
would  be  economically  justified.  This  evaluation  also  is 
used  in  the  decision  to  allow  venting  or  flaring. 

Venting  or  flaring  of  natural  gas  also  may  be  authorized 
with  the  condition  that  an  action  plan  must  be  submitted 
that  would  eliminate  venting  or  flaring  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  application.  Venting  or  flaring  of  gas  from 
gas  wells  is  not  permitted.  Short-term  venting  from  oil 
or  gas  wells  is  permitted  under  emergency  or  test 
conditions.  In  these  conditions,  timeframes  and  amounts 
of  gas  to  be  vented  or  flared  are  established.  Losses  from 
storage  tanks  or  low  pressure  production  vessels  are 
considered  unavoidable. 

5.  We  do  not  agree  that  the  BLM  should  address  the  need 
for  coal  leasing  in  this  plan.  This  plan  should  address 
resource  availability— how  much  coal  in  what  areas  is 
available  for  further  consideration  for  leasing  during 
subsequent  activity  planning.  This  has  been  done.  The 
level  at  which  the  available  coal  is  leased  and  consumed, 
and  when,  is  determined  by  factors  far  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  RMP/EIS.  In  our  analysis  we  have  assumed  that 
there  will  be  a  need  and  that  meeting  that  need  will  require 
future  leasing  of  federal  coal  (the  first  paragraph  on  page 
100  in  the  draft).  We  think  that  is  a  reasonable  assumption. 

The  leasing  process  and  planning  for  mining  and 
reclamation  both  require  public  participation,  including 
an  EIS  process.  Your  views  and  information  should  be 
presented  during  this  time. 

To  address  your  comment  regarding  the  total  amount  of 
coal  currently  leased  in  the  Powder  River  Basin,  we  have 
added  two  paragraphs  in  the  Additions  and  Corrections 
for  chapter  3,  under  page  92. 

The  PRBRC  has  said  that  a  "no  coal  leasing"  alternative 
should  be  considered.  Such  an  alternative  was  discussed 
during  preparation  of  the  RMP/EIS  alternatives,  but  it  was 
not  analyzed  in  detail  because  of  our  assumption  that  any 
future  coal  needs  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  would  have 
to  be  met,  in  part,  by  federal  coal.  If  that  assumption  is 
valid,  and  we  believe  it  is,  the  plan  can  do  no  less  than 
define  where  that  need  will  be  met  if  it  occurs.  In  addition, 
the  concept  of  no  leasing  is  a  programmatic  issue.  It  was 
considered  in  the  Final  EIS:  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program  (USDI,  BLM  1979d),  and  the  issue  is  now  being 
addressed  in  a  supplement  to  the  1979  document.  The 
supplement  was  published  and  available  for  public 
comment  in  draftform  in  February  1985  (USDI,  BLM  1985). 
Also  see  response  9  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 


A  range  of  coal  availability  levels  is  presented  in  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS.  The  agency's  preferred  level  is  about  32 
billion  tons.  That  figure  is  100%  less  coal  than  in  Alternative 
A  and  300%  less  coal  than  in  Alternative  C.  Twelve  billion 
tons  of  that  coal  is  contained  in  PRLAs  and  in  currently 
delineated  coal  tracts.  Thus,  20  billion  tons  of  coal  would 
be  the  available  resource  pool  from  which  future  tracts 
could  be  delineated  and  selected.  The  preferred  alternative 
of  32  billion  tons  may  be  too  high  or  too  low.  We  would 
appreciate  suggestions  as  to  where  PRBRC  thinks  the 
availability  level  should  be,  along  with  the  rationale  for 
recommendation  of  that  level. 

The  PRBRC  has  presumed  that  a  coal  lease  automatically 
leads  to  a  producing  coal  mine.  If  that  presumption  were 
correct,  we  could  expect  67  producing  coal  mines  at  some 
future  time.  Such  a  projection  would  be  inaccurate.  By 
1986,  all  federal  leases  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  will  be 
subject  to  the  "due  diligence"  requirement  (which  is 
explained  in  response  27  to  letter  14).  We  believe  many 
lessees  will  choose  to  relinquish  leases  because  holding 
them  would  cost  a  great  deal  of  money. 

The  trend  toward  relinquishment  of  those  leases  is  clear, 
as  evidenced  by  our  projection  that  18  will  be  relinquished 
in  the  near  future.  The  reasons  are  that  (a)  many  older 
leases  were  speculative,  and  the  lessees  cannot  afford 
to  hold  them,  nor  can  they  afford  the  huge  investment 
required  to  place  them  into  production;  and  (b)  some  of 
the  leases  just  are  not  competitive  in  today's  market.  Many 
have  very  low  Btu  coal,  and  there  simply  is  no  market 
for  that  coal. 

We  believe  that  Alternative  B  would  eliminate  the  poorer 
areas  from  competitive  leasing,  making  available  for 
further  consideration  for  leasing  the  coal  lands  on  which 
mining  would  have  the  fewest  environmental,  social,  and 
economic  impacts.  All  other  coal  lands  in  the  basin  would 
be  excluded  from  competitive  leasing  unless  a 
noncompetitive  need  must  be  considered.  We  believe  it 
makes  sense  to  maintain  the  flexibility  to  respond  to  a 
noncompetitive  need,  should  it  arise.  If  that  option  were 
eliminated  from  the  plan  and  the  BLM  should  have  to 
address  a  noncompetitive  action  outside  the  preferred 
area,  an  amendment  to  this  plan  would  have  to  be 
prepared. 

We  do  not  understand  the  PRBRC's  objection  to  a  plan 
that  would  eliminate  all  but  the  very  best  coal  for  future 
coal  leasing  (excluding  exchange  and  emergency  leasing) 
and  would  largely  confine  future  coal  leasing  to  the  vicinity 
of  existing  mine  operations.  The  alternative  does  not 
specify  that  all  the  coal  in  the  preferred  alternative  must 
be  leased;  on  the  contrary,  it  merely  directs  where  coal 
will  be  leased  //  there  is  a  future  need  for  competitive  leasing. 
It  must  be  emphasized  that  coal  leases  will  be  sold  only 
if  there  is  a  market  (demand)  for  them.  Also  see  response 
27  to  letter  14. 

The  BLM  cannot  arbitrarily  deny  any  lessee,  even  those 
outside  the  preferred  leasing  area,  the  legal  right  to  pursue 
acquisition  of  coal  through  the  various  emergency  leasing 
regulations.  That  is  the  precise  reason  that  emergency 
leasing  was  not  included  in  the  proposed  decision  that 
specifies  priority  areas  to  be  considered  for  competitive 
coal  leasing  (MM-1  in  chapter  2  of  this  final  document). 
The  proposed  decision  now  numbered  MM-3  establishes 
the  procedure  for  handling  emergency  leasing. 

To  address  your  comment  regarding  total  amount  of  coal 
that  is  currently  leased  in  the  Powder  River  Basin,  we 
have  included  more  information  in  the  additions  and 
corrections  to  chapter  3  (under  page  92). 

6.  The  total  of  18,000  acres  relates  to  all  existing  coal  mines 
and  all  proposed  coal  mining  projects  that  BLM  knows 
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about  at  present.  That  level  Is  projected  throughout  all 
the  alternatives. 

7.  See  response  13  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

8.  See  response  10  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

9.  See  responses  10  and  13  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

10.  See  response  1  to  the  public  hearing  comments. 

11.  We  certainly  agree  that  Wyoming's  best  cultural  resources 

should  be  protected.  Unfortunately,  it  is  not  possible  to 
detail  specific  mitigation  for  each  known  site,  since  such 
measures  must  be  addressed  case  by  case.  Individual 
case  analyses  allow  us  to  carefully  compare  the  potential 
impacts  from  the  action  with  the  unique  characteristics 
of  the  cultural  site.  For  instance,  a  pipeline  placed  1,000 
feet  from  the  Bozeman  Trail  might  have  only  a  temporary 
visual  impact,  whereas  a  345  KV  power  line  placed  at 
the  same  distance  might  have  major  long-term  impacts. 
Our  current  procedure  gives  us  the  ability  to  manage 
cultural  sites  individually  rather  than  stereotyping 
mitigative  measures.  We  believe  this  methodology 
maximizes  our  protection  of  cultural  values. 

12.  An  RMP  is  not  intended  to  discuss  and  reanalyze  a  specific 

right-of-way  grant.  The  processing  of  the  application  for 
that  grant  included  an  archeological  inventory  of  the 
federal  property.  Other  concerns  such  as  socioeconomic 
conditions  and  downstream  effects  will  be  analyzed  in 
an  EIS  at  a  later  date.  Also  see  the  response  to  hearing 
comment  27. 

13.  See  responses  1  and  5  to  letter  16. 

14.  The  BLM's  participation  in  grasshopper  control  efforts 

from  1975  to  the  present  is  described  in  paragraph  2  on 
page  83  of  the  second  draft  document. 

15.  The  policy  concerning  construction  of  range  improvement 

projects  (which  is  described  on  page  82  of  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS)  was  developed  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement  between  the  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Council  and  the  BLM.  These  restrictions  on  project 
construction  and  development  of  grazing  management 
systems  (or  methods)  can  be  removed  upon  completion 
of  this  RMP/EIS,  which  addresses  livestock  grazing  use 
on  public  land.  The  holistic  approach  to  grazing 
management  proposed  by  Mr,  Savory,  as  well  as  more 
traditional  grazing  management  systems,  will  be 
considered  case  by  case  in  the  proposed  AMPs. 

16.  Wyoming   Employment  Security  Commission   (WESC) 

estimates  indicate  that  the  total  number  of  employees 
engaged  in  the  direct  production  of  crops  of  livestock 
in  1980  in  the  counties  of  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  was 
as  follows:  Campbell  County,  653;  Johnson  County,  439; 
and  Sheridan  County,  828.  Because  total  farm 
employment  contains  self-employment  and  family 
workers  as  well  as  hired  workers,  it  is  not  possible  to 
make  a  direct  comparison  of  total  farm  employment  to 
the  covered  employment  (as  reported  by  WESC)  that  is 
presented  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  This  is  because 
covered  employment  does  not  include  the  self-employed, 
nor  does  it  involve  as  great  a  percentage  of  family  workers 
as  exist  in  the  estimates  of  total  farm  employment. 

A  measure  that  gives  some  indication  of  the  significance 
of  total  farm  employment  to  the  local  economy  is  the 
percentage  of  the  county's  population  engaged  directly 
in  the  production  of  crops  and  livestock.  In  1980  this  was 
2.6%  for  Campbell  County;  6.6%  for  Johnson  County;  and 
3.3%  for  Sheridan  County. 

The  Wyoming  Agricultural  Statistics  1981,  published  by  the 
Wyoming  Crop  and  Livestock  Reporting  Service,  indicates 


that  hired  farm  workers  in  Wyoming  for  1980  represented 
only  about  47%  of  total  farm  employment.  If  that 
percentage  is  applied  to  the  total  farm  employment  cited 
for  the  counties  above,  it  can  be  seen  that  hired 
employment  in  agriculture  is  extremely  low.  This  is 
because  modern-day  agriculture  is  very  capital  intensive, 
and  typically  low  returns  to  agricultural  investment  make 
the  hiring  of  outside  labor  unprofitable. 

In  the  area  of  agriculturally  related  industry,  the  WESC 
reports  that  covered  employment  in  1980  for  the  state  was 
570  in  agricultural  services  and  1,364  in  food  and  kindred 
services.  This  compares  to  total  covered  employment  of 
197,537  for  the  state  in  1980. 

Two  factors  make  it  difficult  to  predict  the  number  of  jobs 
that  agriculture  will  provide  after  nonrenewable  resources 
are  depleted.  One  is  the  length  of  time  being 
considered:  coal  reserves  in  the  area  suggest  that  coal 
mining  may  occur  for  200  years.  The  second  factor  is 
the  economic  circumstances  of  agriculture:  if  agricultural 
products  were  to  command  a  premium  tomorrow,  jobs 
in  agriculture  would  equal  jobs  in  energy;  however,  if  the 
present  trend  toward  fewer  but  larger  farms  continues, 
agricultural  jobs  will  probably  decline. 

17.  The  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (DEO) 

does  not  consider  the  24-hour  standard  when  evaluating 
coal  mines  because  officials  of  that  department  believe 
that  no  adequate  analysis  technique  exists  for  this 
standard  as  applied  to  surface  mines.  This  standard,  which 
is  directed  at  particulate  emissions,  is  violated  naturally 
on  high  wind  days.  The  BLM  has  not  authorized  any 
activity  that  violates  state  or  federal  standards;  rather,  we 
are  honestly  pointing  out  potential  violations  that  could 
occur.  Of  course,  if  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Division  strictly 
enforces  the  24-hour  standard,  various  mine  operation 
techniques  are  available  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
24-hour  standard.  We  are  not  sure  what  a  company  or 
DEQ  should  do  about  dust  moved  naturally  by  Wyoming 
winds.  The  BLM  relies  on  Wyoming  DEQ  and  OSM  to 
ensure  that  air  quality  impacts  are  mitigated. 

18.  The  BLM  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  state  proposed 

water  development  projects.  Any  project  concerning 
water  appropriations  is  the  responsibility  of  the  state  of 
Wyoming.  Other  site-specific  water  impacts  will  be 
addressed  in  other  documents.  In  the  additions  and 
corrections  to  chapter  3,  we  have  included  two  sentences 
to  be  added  to  paragraph  4,  column  2,  page  1 1 1  to  clarify 
the  discussion  of  irrigation  from  the  Powder  River,  as 
follows:  "However,  there  are  small  irrigation  projects 
along  the  Powder  River  that  obtain  water  from  the  Powder 
River  and  from  shallow  alluvial  wells.  Extensive  irrigation 
occurs  along  the  Powder  River  in  Montana,  downstream 
from  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area." 

19.  Groundwater  impacts  resulting  from  coal  mining  have 

been  discussed  adequately.  The  discussion  on  page  155 
describes  impacts  on  aquifers,  groundwater  flows,  springs 
and  seeps,  spoil  aquifer  quality,  and  surface  water. 
Detailed,  site-specific  analyses  of  aquifers  within  the  Fort 
Union  Formation  are  addressed  in  other  documents 
prepared  by  the  BLM  and  by  mining  companies.  The 
document  mentions  comparisons  of  spoil  aquifer  TDS 
with  that  of  undisturbed  aquifers  and  generally  describes 
time  requirements  for  solution  rates  to  reach  normal  levels 
in  spoil  aquifers.  A  definite  time  value  cannot  be  provided 
because  of  variable  spoil  aquifer  characteristics, 
precipitation,  recharge  rates,  and  solution  rates.  We  have 
included  in  the  additions  and  corrections  to  chapter  4 
a  sentence  to  be  added  to  paragraph  2  on  page  155  of 
the    second    draft,    as    follows:  "Small    domestic 
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groundwater  sources  adjacent  to  the  mine  might  be 
depleted  because  of  drawdown  at  the  mine." 

20.  The  paragraph  on  page  151  (column  2,  paragraph  5)  deals 

with  successful  reestablishment  of  vegetative  cover.  We 
recognize  that  reclamation  involves  more  than  merely 
establishing  vegetation.  You  are  correct  in  saying  that 
the  time  period  is  too  short  to  say  positively  that  total 
reclamation  has  been  successful.  Sources  for  our 
assumption  concerning  postmining  vegetation  are  cited 
in  response  10  to  letter  13. 

21.  Except  within  the  Bighorn  National  Forest,  the  conditions 

detailed  in  the  alternatives  apply  to  mountainous  areas 
containing  public  lands  and  minerals.  Impacts  associated 
with  development  of  oil  and  gas  in  the  Bighorn  National 
Forest  are  being  addressed  in  the  Forest  Service's 
proposed  forest  plan  and  EIS.  The  BLM  is  responsible 
for  the  leasing  of  the  oil  and  gas  estate.  The  Forest  Service 
recommends  to  the  BLM  either  consent  or  denial  of  the 
lease  offered.  As  the  surface  managing  agency,  the  FS 
develops  criteria  through  which  the  lands  available  for 
leasing  are  identified  and  determines  what  restrictions 
should  apply  if  leasing  occurs. 

22.  Both  the  BLM  and  Wyoming  State  Oil  and  Gas  Commission 

inspect  seismic  lines  to  ensure  proper  plugging  of  shot 
holes.  Increased  inspection  and  enforcement,  cheaper 
and  more  efficient  methods  of  plugging  shot  holes,  and 
new  state  regulations  controlling  seismic  operations  are 
being  used  successfully  to  eliminate  problems  associated 
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with  improperly  plugged  holes.  The  BLM  inspects  all 
seismic  operations  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  before 
geophysical  operators  are  released  from  responsibility. 

We  are  working  with  the  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas 
Commission  to  develop  solutions  to  the  problems  you 
mentioned.  The  number  of  inspectors  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  has  been  increased  since  the  second  draft 
document  was  written.  We  are  now  scheduling  inspections 
of  well  plugging  operations  to  ensure  proper  placement 
and  integrity  of  the  plugs. 

Efforts  to  locate  improperly  plugged  holes  are  constrained 
by  the  cost  involved  in  determining  if  previously 
abandoned  holes  were  adequately  plugged.  However,  we 
are  witnessing  re-entries  of  oil  holes  to  monitor  drilling 
out  of  plugs.  With  this  information  we  will  gain  more 
knowledge  on  the  extent  of  the  problem. 

Upon  formal  application  for  any  project  involving  a  federal 
action,  site-specific  environmental  analysis  is  conducted. 
From  this  analysis,  stipulations  are  recommended  for 
possible  mitigative  measures.  The  stipulations  will  be 
prepared  site-specifically  for  each  action.  The  BLM  will 
coordinate  with  all  landowners  before  any  right-of-way 
is  constructed. 
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To  Cd  Schultz 
Big  Horn  National  rorsat 
1969  South  Sharidan  J)v«. 
Sharldan  Uy  82801 

Oaar  Cd 

This  lattar  addreasaa  tha  Draft  Enwironmantal  Impact  Statanant/Buf falo  RaaouTca 

flanagamant  Plan.   Pleaaa  placa  ny  support  for  altarnatlva  0-  to  changa  praaant 

managamant  diractlon  to  placa  hlghaat  priorlta  on  naintanca  or  Improvamant 

of  Environmantal  Quality. 

Hy  reaaoning: 

Currant  aconomic  conditiona  and  thosa  projactad  for  tha  futura  will  show 

a  lassanlng  damand  for  forast  producta  for  housing-  thsrafora  additional 

timbar  resourcaa  naad  not  ba  mada  evallabla  until  tha  damsnd  la  shown  to 

bs  both  strong  and  viabla. 

Currant  roads  throughout  tha  mountain  ranga  nsed  to  salactad  in  tarms  of 

ganaral  traval  and  araa  aceassed.  Aa  thia  co:.ntry  novaa  avay  from  fossil 

fual/  fossil  fual  bacoma  prohibitiva  to  tha  avaraga  conaumer  tha  naads  for 

these  roada  will  daclina.   ha  ia  littla  ssnss  in  riavaloping  an  agotasslvs 

natwork  that  drains  fiscal  raaources  for  maintananca  and  that  will  ba 

not  used  by  tha  mnO   of  tha  dacada. 

1  faal  that  tha  conatant  attampt  naads  to  ba  mada  to  nainkaln  tha  quality 

of  air  and  watar  that  ik  now  Mjoyad  .     '^ha  limitad  accaaa  by  motariiad 

vahiclaa  claarly  has  a  anduring  afTact  on  thaaa  paramantara. 

nora  strlngant  control  on  agricultural  grazing  within  tha  foreat  leundriaa 

naada  to  ba  addraassd.   Alternativa  BxkxB  D  would  maha  grazing  atill  awailabla 

yat  tha  impact  could  ba  dacraaaad/  aliminatad.   It  la  only  fair  that  thoaa 

ranchaa  that  hava  grazing  rights  ba  allowad  to  continua  but  aqually  it  ia 

fair  that  tha  livaatock  doasn't  affact  thosa  righta  of  tha  racraation  ussr. 

Sura  would  ba  a  plaaaant  axparianca  to  fish  tha  ^ongua  f^iver  without 

Padlock  Coaa  competing  for  tha  riuar,  or  Big  Coosa  and  Walkar  praaira  without 

Forbaa  or  PK  cowa  bringing  flias,  daposlting  thair  facaa  in  the  craak,  and 

ganerally  taking  away  from  a  claan  axparianca. 

Plaaaa  axcusa  my  poor  typing  skills  and  Thank  yeu  wary  (such  for  your 

considaration  Jx^-     ^h'*S'~' 

3«y  Standar 

SU  Bird  Far*  Rd 

Shtridan  "y  82801 
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Response  to  Letter  24 


25-2 


We  have  not  responded  to  this  letter.  The  first  sentence 
of  the  letter  indicates  that  it  pertains  to  the  draft  Buffalo 
RMP/EIS;  however,  all  connments  pertain  to  the  Bighorn 
National  Forest  plan,  which  also  has  been  published  in 
draft  and  is  in  the  comment  period.  The  letter  was 
originally  sent  to  the  Bighorn  National  Forest. 


1 


Page  43,  SWAM-l  would  prohlbic  surface  disturbance  or  occupancy 
of  severe  erosion  hazard. .. ■etc.  The  cem  "savere"  is  too  broadly  de 
unless  given  a  mathematical  definition.  Page  45,  SUAH-3  would  prohlbi 
disturbance  or  occupancy  on  slopes  of  more  than  2SZ....etc.  The  ratl< 
that  surface  disturbance  of  soil  on  slopes  of  more  Chan  25X  would  res' 
accelerated  soil  erosion  fcoa  the  disturbed  sites.  It  should  be  poini 
to  those  not  acquainted  with  natural  conditions  that  any  disturbance 
on  any  slopes  would  result  In  accelerated  soil  erosion.  The  issue  n 
around  what  will  be  deeaed  acceptable  under  various  conditions.  An  i 
33  is  generally  considered  the  approximate  angle  of  repose  of  unconi 
material. .. .that  is  about  65Z.  Certainly  to  stabllze  a  large  depth  i 
of  fill  materials  placed  on  such  a  slope  would  require  special  const] 
engineering.  However,  road  construction  across  a  slope  of  45  to  50Z 
not  present  Inaurmountable  construction  problems. 
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Page  46,  UHM-3  and  UHM-^:   The  proposed  prohibition  of  surface  occupancy 
or  disturbance  within  4,140'  of  a  sharp-tailed  grouse  lek  is  excessive. 
One-quarter  mile  from  the  dancing  ground  seems  more  than  adequate  to  avoid 
Interference  with  such  activity.   The  half  mile  buffer  zone  is  unjustifiably 
stated  as  being  "minimal".   Certainly  Che  1-3/4  mile  radius  is  grossly  excess- 
ive.  There  are  leks  within  a  few  hundred  yards  of  busy  roads,  etc. 


Environmental  consequi 
forest lands  (page  140)  cou 

depletion is  the  gist  o: 

would  have  already  reimbur: 


nces  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  connerclal 
d  cause  unavoidable  adverse  effects  by  timber 

the  statement.   What  isn't  stated  is  the  operator 
ed  the  Federal  agency  at  the  going  rate  for  the 


quantity  of  board-feet  removed  from  the  area  disturbed.   Thus,  there  is  i 
loss  only  an  earlier  than  planned  harvest.   Also,  there  is  the  positive 
I  effect  of  increasing  the  value  of  the  remaining  timber  to  be  harvcated 
I  because  an  access  has  been  constructed,  the  cost  of  which  would  not  be 
t  subtracted  from  timber  values. 
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To  attribute  the  pri 
page  149)  to  shallow,  spa 
S  factors  cau 


cipal  cause  of  e 

sely  vegetated  S' 

ion,  not  passive  condlti< 


osion  (Environmental  Consequences, 
lis  is  muddled  reasoning.   Active 


^0|  The  conclusion  that  ■ 
I  "would  deplete"  the  timbe 
k  Horns  (Environmental  Consequences 


::Cion  of  drilling  locations  and  access  roads 
3n  commercial  foresclands  In  the  South  Big 
tal  Consequences,  page  162)  Is  obviously  false.   Sucb  actlv- 

^  ity  would  reduce  the  timber  base  by  some  small  percentage.   Timber  baae  would 

1  not  be  depleted  even  with  full  field  development. 


H  Recommending  that  seismograph  < 
2  Inventory  in  specified  areas  (Envlri 
I  no  valid  Justifiable  purpose. 


mpaniea  obtain  a  CI, 
joental  Consequences , 
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page  172)  serves 
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November  26.  1984 


Glenn  Besslnger,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  Wyoming  82834 


The  following  comnients  are  In  response  to  the  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Issued  for  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
In  August,  1984, 

IJ  The  General  Public  and  BLH  is  concerned  with  accesa  to  Public  Unds. 
^  It  Is  recommended  Chat  BIX  surface  grazing  leases  be  modified  so  that  any 
I  party  granted  a  surface  use  permit  be  required  to  furnish  free  access  to 
S  public  lands  cont 
9  declli 


Iguous  with  their  fee  tracts.   In  the  event  permit  holders 
g  «^..j.»..s  cooperative  access  they  should  be  required  to  pay  one-half  the  cost  of 
I  fencing  the  contiguous  boundaries  along  which  public  acceas  would  be  granted. 


ideration  Che  alternative  of  ellm- 
ial  forest  lands  because  only  about 
tain  "conflict 
rded  from  consideration  for  a  similar 

insequential  (i.e less  than0.2Z 

ondltions  and  rationale  the  use  of 
concern. ...  that  amounts  to  the  3 


2C      On  Page  16,  BLM  has  deleted  f 
J  mating  livestock  grazing  from  all 

I  2. 52  of  the  area  would  be  affected.   On  pages  17  and  1 
I  resolutions"  were  described  and  dlscar. 
g  reason.   The  acreage  represented  was  ii 
I  and  less  than  l.SZ).   Based  on 
I  0.0123Z  of  the  area  should  ala 
k  acres  needed  for  a  very  large  exploratory  well  drill  pad.   Selective  elin- 
*  inatlon  can  only  be  considered  biased  preferences  on  the  part  of  the  analysts 

31      On  page  33,  resource  monitoring  may  be  needed  to  assess  changes  in  re- 
L  source  conditions,  however,  there  Is  no  criterion  outlined  for  baseline  en- 
Svironmental  studies.   Without  a  baseline,  how  can  changes  be  assessed  and 
I  catalogued? 

4|k  On  page  39,  LR-3  takes  note  of  possible  conflict  of  mineral  development 
lulth  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  areas  by  stacing  these  activities  could 
I  pose  a  safety  hazard  to  the  general  public,  there  are  a  lot  of  thinga  chat 
I  could  happen.   Each  project  should  be  considered  site  by  site. 

Sf  Page  44  RVRM,  would  prohibit  surface  disturbance  or  occupancy  within 

I  200  feet  of  the  centerline  of  state  and  federal  highways  unless  waived  by 
1  the  area  manager.   It  is  reconnended  the  BUI  not  attempt  to  usurp  the  per- 
|ogative  of  State  or  Federal  agencies.   Such  stipulations  If  deemed  necessary 
^should  remain  with  the  State  and  Federal  Highway  Commissions.   If  BLM  con- 
Isiders  some  types  of  occupancy  objectionable  it  should  present  its'  case  to 
I  the  appropriate  agency. 
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There  are  at  lease  2  or  3  places  where  t 
ue  to  oil  and  gas  companies  for  access  on 

(Environmental  Consequences,  page  172). 
much  Che  BLH  collects  in  access  fees  aero 
written  it  sounds  like  a  one 


le  mention  of  no  rental  charges 
well  lease  or  within  a  producCivi 
However,  It  has  not  been  stated 

is  off  well  le«fle  lands.  The  way 

-way  street. 


Suggested  Stipulation:   In  the  event  Chat  helicopter  mobilization  1 
ramended  access  by  the  Federal  regulatory  agency,  the  surface  management 
cy  having  Jurisdiction  should  be  required  to  pay  30Z  of  all  helicopter 


the 


As  an  aside  from  the  RMP/EIS.  the 
s  caps  and  made  land  surveys.  The 
urce  Area  without  definitive  land 
mpHshment  for  all  concerned  by  co 


e  was  a  time  when  BLM  sec  section  c< 
e  remain  many  parts  of  the  Buffalo 
lurveys.   You  would  be  doing  a  great 
ipleting  the  original  G.L.O.  surveys 


Since 


R.  C.  Smith 

Area  prilling  Superintendent 
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Responses  to  Letter  25 

1.  A  grazing  lease  gives  the  lessee  only  the  right  to  graze 

livestock  on  the  public  land.  It  does  not  convey  any  other 
interest  or  rights  in  that  land.  A  grazing  lessee  is  treated 
no  differently  than  any  other  user  of  the  public  land.  By 
the  same  token,  the  public  does  not  gain  any  interest 
in  the  lessee's  private  land  because  the  BLM  grants  a 
grazing  lease.  Similarly,  the  granting  of  an  oil  and  gas 
lease  does  not  give  the  BLM  or  the  public  rights  on  any 
land  owned  by  another  surface  owner. 

2.  The  figures  presented  in  the  comment  are  not  comparable. 

Those  for  forestlands  are  cumulative  and  those  for  oil 
and  gas  are  not.  Approximately  400  applications  for  permit 
to  drill  are  approved  in  the  resource  area  each  year.  This 
represents  a  total  of  about  2,000  acres,  not  5  acres. 

3.  Baselines  will  be  established  through  inventories  before  any 

monitoring  is  carried  out.  The  specific  criteria  and 
methodology  used  in  the  baseline  monitoring  studies  and 
inventory  will  be  presented  in  the  resource  area's  AMP 
monitoring  plan,  which  will  be  developed  after  the  RMP 
is  completed. 

4.  A  site-specific  analysis  will  be  conducted  for  each  proposed 

action  so  that  all  possible  impacts  and  mitigating 
measures  can  be  considered.  If  an  action  can  be  carried 
out  without  any  significant  impacts,  then  there  is  no 
reason  for  its  denial.  All  actions  are  considered  case  by 
case. 

5.  The  intent  of  the  proposed  decision  is  to  help  promote  public 

safety.  As  described  in  the  response  to  comment  4  of 
this  letter,  a  site-specific  analysis  is  conducted  for  each 
proposed  action  so  that  the  effects  of  the  action  can  be 
fully  assessed.  A  final  decision  is  made  after  all  impacts 
and  mitigating  measures  are  identified  in  an  EA.  Any 
action  on  BLM  land  requires  a  BLM  permit;  therefore, 
the  BLM  is  the  appropriate  agency  to  approve  or  deny 
such  a  permit.  The  BLM  consults  with  other  departments 
or  agencies  when  these  other  entities  have  an  interest 
in  a  particular  tract  of  land. 

6.  The  information  on  map  12,  wnich  defines  the  soil  erosion 

hazards,  came  from  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  unit 
resource  analysis  (USDI,  BLM  1977a),  which  was  done 
for  the  management  framework  plan  in  1977.  The 
information  was  based  on  soil  maps,  which  are  still  valid. 

We  agree  that  the  rationale  for  SWAM-3  should  have 
included  the  statement  that  "Disturbance  of  soils  on  slopes 
of  more  than  25%  could  result  in  accelerated  soil  erosion 
and  make  reclamation  very  difficult."  This  change  has  been 
included  in  chapter  2  of  this  final  document.  We  recognize 
that  building  roads  on  slopes  of  more  than  25%  is  feasible, 
and  they  are  generally  allowed  with  submissions  of 
engineered  plans  for  such  work. 

7.  The  distances  established  for  sage  grouse  and  sharp-tailed 

grouse  breeding  grounds  (leks)  were  developed  from 
existing  literature  and  research.  Decisions  WHM-3  and 
WHM-4  (in  the  "Wildlife  Habitat  Management"  section  of 
chapter  2)  were  developed  to  protect  these  important 
areas.  The  primary  concern  is  protection  of  the  immediate 
display  areas,  250  yards  for  sharp-tailed  grouse  and  'A 
mile  for  sage  grouse.  Following  breeding,  the  birds 
displace  to  nest  within  a  radius  of  Va  mile  (sharp-tailed 
grouse)  and  1  %  miles  (sage  grouse).  After  hatching 
(usually  June  15),  these  areas  would  be  available  for 
development  activity. 


8.  'Vou   are  correct   in   your  comment  that  the  federal 

government  would  be  reimbursed  for  the  timber  removed 
for  oil  and  gas  development.  Further,  in  some  situations, 
roads  constructed  for  oil  and  gas  development  also  would 
facilitate  the  transportation  of  timber  and  therefore  could 
result  in  a  positive  effect.  On  the  other  hand,  access  roads 
constructed  for  oil  and  gas  development  are  built  to  reach 
a  particular  drilling  location  and  in  some  cases  would 
not  be  constructed  through  a  stand  of  timber  in  the 
manner  normally  used  for  a  timber  harvest. 

A  sudden  change  brought  about  by  oil  and  gas  drilling 
on  commercial  forestlands  in  the  south  Big  Horn 
Mountains  might  in  some  cases  prevent  a  planned  timber 
harvest.  Construction  of  roads  and  drilling  locations  within 
a  forested  area,  coupled  with  a  timber  harvest,  could  result 
in  unacceptable  cumulative  adverse  impacts  on  big  game 
or  other  resources.  Therefore,  the  timber  harvest  probably 
would  be  postponed  as  a  mitigating  measure. 
Construction  of  a  network  of  permanent  roads  through 
a  forest  area  for  oil  and  gas  development  purposes  would 
increase  the  cover  requirements  needed  by  big  game  in 
the  area.  Once  again,  timber  harvesting  probably  would 
be  postponed  as  a  mitigating  measure. 

9.  The  principal  cause  of  erosion  on  soils  with  a  low  vegetative 

cover  is  sheet  and  gully  erosion.  It  is  true,  of  course, 
that  without  an  active  factor  such  as  rainfall  or  wind,  most 
erosion  would  not  occur. 

10.  If  extensive  oil  and  gas  drilling  occurred  within  a  stand 

or  stands  of  commercial  forestland,  the  network  of  roads 
and  drilling  locations  could  significantly  reduce  the  timber 
base,  as  detailed  in  the  response  to  comment  8  of  this 
letter.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately  5  acres  of 
forestland  would  be  denuded  for  each  mile  of  constructed 
road  and  3  acres  for  each  drilling  location.  If  the  wells 
turn  out  to  be  producers,  these  acreages  would  be 
removed  from  timber  production  for  many  years. 

11.  The  decision  to  conduct  a  class  III  inventory  in  the  areas 

specified  will  prevent  accidental  damage  to  cultural 
resources  that  could  significantly  contribute  to  our 
understanding  of  prehistoric  and  historic  peoples  of 
Wyoming.  We  believe  that  conducting  such  an  inventory 
also  will  serve  the  best  interests  of  both  industry  and  the 
BLM.  In  each  area  identified  for  a  class  III  survey,  the 
Casper  District  has  established  a  high  probability  for 
significant  cultural  resources.  By  requiring  an  intensive 
inventory  before  seismic  activities,  the  resource  area  is 
trying  to  prevent  extremely  costly  delays  for  the  operator 
that  can  result  when  previously  unidentified  significant 
resources  are  encountered  in  the  field. 

12.  Rights-of-way  are  granted   where  access  roads  cross 

federal  lands  off  an  oil  and  gas  lease  area.  No  rental  is 
charged;  the  only  charges  are  for  filing  and  monitoring. 
These  fees  partially  cover  the  cost  of  processing  the 
application.  No  other  "access  fee"  is  charged. 

13.  Thank  you  for  the  suggestion.  The  operator  would  be 

expected  to  pay  for  the  full  cost  under  current  policy 
and  regulations. 

14.  Cadastral  surveying  is  a  continuing  project  of  the  BLM. 

Thirty-one  townships  and  ranges,  all  but  one  in  Campbell 
County,  have  been  identified  for  surveying  in  the  recently 
updated  districtwide  five-year  plan  for  cadastral  survey. 
Sixteen  more  townships  and  ranges  in  Converse,  Goshen, 
Johnson,  Natrona,  and  Platte  counties  have  been 
identified  for  surveying  at  a  later  date. 
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Responses  to  Letter  26 


Ro^qMli^iintain 

Oil  &  Gas  >lssociation,  Inc. 


NoverAer  23,    1984 


Hr.  Clei 


linger 
Area  Manager 
Buffalo  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Spruce  Street 
Buffalo,  WY  82834 


Dear  Mr. 


linger; 


I  am  »ritlng  on  behalf  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Caa  Association  (RMOCA)  in 
response  to  the  BLM's  request  for  public  comment  on  the  draft  «"Ource  Manage, 
men?  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area  RMOCA  Is  a  trade  aasoclation  representing  hundreds  of  members 
»ho  account  for  more  than  905  of  the  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development 
activity    in   the  eight   Rocky  Mountain   states    its  aervea.      As   such,   »e  have  a 


ital 


ignt    noCKy    nuuiiiai'i    oko,.iia    *..- ■ 

I   the  BLM's   land  management  planning  prescript lona   for  publi 


lands   in  RMXA  state 

11  We  applaud  the  BLM  for  inclusion  of  energy  and  minerals  considerations  in  the 
5  four  management  alternatives  for  the  plan  and  we  «ere  pleased  to  see  that  energy 
I  and  minerals  specialists  «ere  a  part  of  the  BLM's  interdisciplinary  team  which 
I  prepared  the  RMP/tlS.  Further,  »e  concur  with  the  preferred  alternative  which 
I  would   recommend   for   non-wilderness  management   the  three  Wilderness  Study  Areas 


i  (WSAs) 


2^  However, 

I  states   t 


we   did  note  se 
at   all   BLM-admii 


serious  problems  with  the  plan.  First,  the  plan 
■ed  lands  in  the  applicable  countiea  were  analyzed 
e  798,848  acres.  Yet  to  our  surprise,  the  plan 
Sdevel'opVsVipulatTo"ns"to  cover  some  2,210,000  acres!  Ihis  la  nearly  three  times 
I  the  amount  of  land  controlled  by  the  BLM  and  includes  state  and  private  lands. 
(  Clearly  the  BLM  has  no  authority  to  restrict  or  dictate  land  uses  on  non-BLM 
!  lands  particularly  not  private  or  state  lands.  We  strongly  recommend  that  the 
I  BLM  limit  the  scope  of  the  plan  to  what    it   is  legally  responaible  for  managing. 


1.  Your  preference  has  been   noted.  Thank  you  for  your 

comments. 

2.  See  response  2  to  letter  3. 

3.  See  response  5  to  letter  9. 

4.  The   rationales  for  decisions  are  provided  throughout 

chapter  2.  Wildlife  decisions  are  based  on  research  and 
experience  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area.  Industry  has 
shown  its  capability  to  operate  in  highly  sensitive 
environmental  areas.  Decisions  can  be  waived  on  the 
basis  of  plans  of  development  and  cooperation  in  the 
field. 

5.  See  response  1  to  letter  12. 
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27 


Cconoco) 


Noventier  23,  1984 
Mr.  Glenn  Bessinger 
Ares  Manager 
Buffalo  Reaource  Area 

page  two 


3J  Second,    th 
'l  the  plan. 


\l - 

f  on  oil   and  gas  operat 


I  to  make  recogniiable  distinctions  between  alternatives  in 
issentially  no  range  in  the  alternatives  for  any  resources, 
gard  to  oil  and  gas,  there  is  little  if  any  discernable 
alternatives   in   regard  to   the  amount   of   restrictions  placed 


Third,  there  are  several  seasonal  stipulations  included  which  may  unnecessarily 
interfere  w.'th  exploration  and  drilling  plans.  Recent  IBLA  cases  have  clarified 
the  BLH's  authority  to  restrict  operations  through  stipulations.  In  numerous 
cases,  the  IBLA  has  held  that  the  BLM  can  only  apply  the  minimum  stipulations 
necessary  to  protect  a  resource  and  that  the  BLH  must  shot*  sufficient  justifica- 
tion of  record  in  the  determination  of  stipulations.  We  believe  in  the  Buffalo 
Plan  the  BLM  has  not  adequately  justified  the  use  of  many  of  the  wildlife 
stipulations  and  that   they  are  overly   restrictive. 


We   believe   that    careful    planning   and   execution   at    drill    sites   will   provide 

adequate  protection   of  wildlife  without    limiting  the  operations  of  companies 

which     may  wish  to  drill    in  the  area.    Industry  has  proven  over  and  over   that    it 

J   is    capable    of   operations    in   environmentally    sensitive    areas   with   complete 

1  protection  of   surface  and  wildlife  values.      Sophisticated  techniques  which  have 
Ij  been  developed  by   industry  ensure  complete   rehabilitotion  of  disturbed  areas   and 

2  minimal   effect   on  wildlife  and  their  habitats. 


SiFinally 
I  able   to 


re  believe  that  the  Buffalo  Resource  Management  Plan  would  have  been 
concile  some  of  these  and  other  problems  if  the  BLM  had  used  the 
ew  Fluid  Leasable  Mineral  Guidelines.  These  Guidelines,  if  utilized, 
Ip  to  ensure  adequate  consideration  of  energy  and  mineral  resources  and 
early  demonstrate  the  trade  off  analyses  which  are  necessary  for  sound 
inning. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment,  and  encourage  the  BLH  to  modify  the 
final  Buffalo  Reaource  Area  RHP  and  CIS  in  response  to  the  concerns  stated 
herein. 


jBLM-s  r 
JwiU  h, 
J. Ill  cl 
I  land  pli 


November    28.    1984 


Glenn   Beaslnger.    Hanager 
Buffalo   Resource  Area   -  BLH 
300  Spruce 
Buffalo.  Uyoolng  82834 

Dear  Hr.    Besainger: 

These  written   commencs   both   repeat    and    supplement   various   verbal 
reactions  already  provided  to  your   staff  and  the  Casper  District. 

1|  The   Buffalo   RA's   high  oil   and   gas   potential    Is   generally  recognized 

1  throughout    the   plan.      We   concur  with  your   geologic    potential  esclmataa 

2  and  your  provisions  to  accoiBDodate  chat  potential,  and  we  concur  with 
\  your  non-sultabillty  recommendations  for  Gardner  Mountain,  North  Fork, 
I  and    Fortification  Creek  WSAs    for   the    reasons   you   cite. 

22ue  believe  you  do  not   have   the  authority  to  prescribe   spilt   state  apeclal 
I  stipulations  but   understand  that   you  have  already  noted  this  error  and 
I  will    correct    it    In   the    final    draft. 

3  S  We    do   not    chink  your    Visual    Resource   Management    (VRH)    Classes  mesh  with 
I  your    Intended  RHP   direction,    and  cite   some   Class    II   areas  between   Sheridan 
land  Clllete   which  we  believe  you   Intended  to  be  Class   III. 

By  and    large  we   commend   this    plan  and   support    your    preferred   dlrectlona. 

Youra  very  truly. 


E.'  Fred   Blrdsall 
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Responses  to  Letter  27 

1.  Your  preference  for  recommendation  of  no  wilderness 
designation  has  been  noted.  Thank  you  for  your 
comments. 


2.  See  response  2  to  letter  3. 

3.  See  response  5  to  letter  21 . 


PREPARERS 


This  list  of  preparers  has  been  updated  to  include  team  members  on  the  final 
RMP/EIS.  All  members  who  worked  on  either  the  draft  or  final  versions  of 
the  document,  or  both,  are  listed. 


Name 


Responsibilities/ 
Position 


Qualifications 


Management 

Tim  Monroe 


Glenn  Bessinger 


RMP/EIS  Core  Team 

Runore  Wycoff 


Jerry  Crockford 


Management  Guidance/Casper 
District  Manager 


Project  Manager/Buffalo 
Resource  Area  Manager 


Team  Leader,  Public 
Involvement/District  Natural 
Resource  Specialist 


Lands  and  Realty/Former 
Resource  Area  Realty 
Specialist 


University  of  Utah,  Journal- 
ism. Eleven  years  BLM;  6 
years  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Re- 
creation, former  Utah  State 
Legislator. 

M.S.,  B.S.,  Forestry,  Oklaho- 
ma State  University.  Eight 
years  BLM,  5  years  Bureau  of 
Reclamation. 


M.S.  Resource  Planning,  Uni- 
versity of  Maryland;  B.S., 
Park  and  Recreation  Adminis- 
tration; B.S.,  Resource  De- 
velopment, Michigan  State 
University.  Three  years  BLM, 
3  years  Heritage  Conserva- 
tion and  Recreation  Service. 

Undergraduate  work  in 
Biology,  Black  Hills  State 
College,  Sheridan  Community 
College.  Seven  years  BLM, 
15  years  industry.  South 
Dakota  Forest  Products. 
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Name 


Responsibilities/ 
Position 


Qualifications 


Steve  Hannan 


Lou  Layman 


Glen  Nebeker 

Darrel  Schwilling 
Don  Whyde 


Grazing  Management/Resource 
Area  Range  Conservationist 


Editing/District  Writer-Editor 


Compliance,  Environmental 
Coordination/District 
Environmental  Coordinator 


Cartographic  Coordination/ 
District  Landscape  Arcliitect 

Planning/District  Planning 
Coordinator 


M.S.  Range  Management, 
Colorado  State  University; 
B.S.  Wildlife  Management, 
Texas  Tech.  Nine  years  BLM. 

B.S.  Journalism,  University 
of  Colorado.  Six  years 
editing  planning  and  environ- 
mental documents  for  BLM,  2 
years  National  Park  Service, 
I'/z  years  newspapers  and 
public  information. 

M.S.  Botany,  Brigham  Young 
University;  B.S.  Botany, 
Weber  State  College.  Five 
years  BLM,  1  year,  faculty, 
Brigham  Young  University. 

B.L.A.  Kansas  State  Univers- 
ity. Four  years  BLM. 

B.S.  Forest  Management,  Uni- 
versity of  Montana.  Fifteen 
years  BLM,  7  years  Forest 
Service. 


Interdisciplinary  Team 

Bob  Abbey  Wilderness/Former  District   • 

Outdoor  Recreation  Planner 


Norman  Braz 


Mike  Brogan 


Jan  Dietz 


Coal  Resource  Data/District 
Geologist 


Water  Resources/District 
Hydrologist 


Clerical  and  Word  Processing 
Coordination,  Assistance  in 
preparation  for  printing/ 
District  Support  Services 
Supervisor 


B.S.  Resource  Management, 
University  of  Southern 
Mississippi.  Four  years  BLM, 
2  years  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  5  years  Missis- 
sippi State  Park  System. 

B.S.  Geology,  University  of 
Notre  Dame.  Two  years  BLM,  1 
year  Minerals  Management  Ser- 
vice, 3  years  Geological  Sur- 
vey, 1  year  as  Surveyor, 
Forest  Service,  1  year  as 
Satellite  Navigator,  Arctic 
Ice  Dynamics  Joint  Experi- 
ment. 

B.S.  Watershed  Management/Hy- 
drology, B.S.  Forest  Manage- 
ment, Colorado  State  Univer- 
sity. Six  years  BLM,  1  year 
Geological  Survey. 

Three  years  BLM;  272  years 
Geological  Survey/Minerals 
Management  Service;  2  years 
Farmers  Home  Administration, 
USDA;  16  years  private  in- 
dustry. 
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Name 


Responsibilities/ 
Position 


Qualifications 


Kathleen  O'Neal  Gear    Cultural  Resources/District 
Cultural  Resource  Specialist 


Larry  Gerard 
Mike  Giorgis 

Patricia  Hiller 
Leslie  Horsch 

Jim  Johnson 


Wildlife  Management/Resource 
Area  Wildlife  Biologist 

Recreation  and  Wilderness/ 
Resource  Area  Outdoor 
Recreation  Planner 

Word  Processing  Lead;  Proof- 
reading Assistance/District 
Clerk-Typist 

Water  Resources/Former 
Hydrology  Technician 


Fire  Management/District  Fire 
Management  Officer 


M.A.,  B.A.  History,  Cali- 
fornia State  University; 
Ph.  D.  studies  in  History, 
University  of  California, 
Los  Angeles.  Four  years 
BLM;  one  year  City  Historian, 
Cheyenne,  WY;  six  months 
Senior  Museum  Preparator, 
Museum  of  Cultural  History, 
Los  Angeles. 

B.S.  Wildlife  Management, 
University  of  Wyoming.  Nine 
years  BLM. 

B.A.  Recreation,  California 
State  University,  Chico. 
Six  years  BLM,  5  years 
Forest  Service. 

Casper  College,  Bookkeeping. 
Three  years  BLM,  4  years 
private  business. 

District  B.S.  Watershed  Sciences, 
Colorado  State  University. 
Three  seasons  BLM,  2  seasons 
Forest  Service. 

B.S.  Outdoor  Recreation, 
Colorado  State  University. 
Six  years  BLM,  9  years 
National  Park  Service. 


John  Kolnik 


Dan  Kotansky 


Lands  and  Realty/Resource  Area  B.S.  Range  Management, 


Laurence  E.  Marks 


Paul  B.  Myers 


Robin  Nelson 


Realty  Specialist 


Water  Resources/District 
Staff  Hydrologist 


Economics/District  Economist 


Sociology/Denver  Service 
Center  Sociologist 


Mailing  Lists/District  Computer 
Assistant 


University  of  Wyoming. 
Eleven  years  BLM,  1  year 
State  of  Wyoming. 
M.S.  Watershed  Science,  Utah 
State  University;  B.S.  For- 
est Resources  Management, 
Southern  Illinois  University. 
One  year  BLM,  2  years  pri- 
vate Industry. 

M.S.  Agricultural  Economics; 
B.S.  Farm  and  Ranch  Manage- 
ment, Colorado  State  Univer- 
sity. Five  years  BLM;  1  year 
Farmer's  Home  Administration, 
USDA;  4  years  Foreign  Agri- 
cultural Service,  USDA. 

Ph.D.  Resource  Development, 
Michigan  State  Univeristy; 
M.A.  Sociology,  University 
of  Kentucky;  B.A.  Sociology, 
University  of  Texas  at 
Austin.  Nine  years  BLM. 

Attended  Casper  College. 
Six  years  BLM,  8  years  pri- 
vate industry. 
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Name 


Responsibilities/ 
Position 


Qualifications 


Gene  Robinson 


Neil  Schiche 


Oil  and  Gas/Former  Resource 
Area  Natural  Resource 
Specialist 


Forestry/Resource  Area 
Forester 


Cloetta  Schroeder 


Wayne  Sutherland 


Chuck  Wilkie 


Word  Processing,  Proofreading 
Assistance/Former  District 
Clerk-Typist 

Coal,  Mineral  Materials/ 
Resource  Area  Geologist 


Air  Quality,  Coal/Powder  River 
Coal  Team  Leader,  Casper 
District 


B.S.  Forestry;  Assoc.  Mining 
and  Reclamation  Technology, 
University  of  Kentucky. 
Three  years  BLM,  4  years 
Office  of  Surface  Mining. 

Post-bachelors  work  in  For- 
est Economics  and  Finance, 
University  of  Montana;  B.  S. 
Wildlife  Biology,  Colorado 
State  University.  Five  years 
BLM,  2  years  Forest  Service, 
1  year  Bureau  of  Indian  Af- 
fairs, 1  year  State  Univers- 
ity North  Dakota  Forestry  Di- 
vision, 1  year  Illinois  For- 
est Preserve  District. 

Associate  degree.  Data 
Processing,  Casper  College; 
Certificate  of  Secretarial 
Science.  Five  years  BLM. 

M.A.  Geomorphology, 
University  of  Wyoming;  B.A. 
Geology,  University  of 
Wyoming.  Six  years  BLM,  1 
year  Industry,  Mine  Geolo- 
gist. 

M.S.  Range  Management, 
University  of  Nevada;  B.S. 
Range  Management,  University 
of  Wyoming.  Nineteen  years 
BLM. 
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SUPPORT  SERVICES 


Name 


Position 


Bob  Childs 

Mike  Mescher 
Terri  Mitchell 
Scott  Brayton 
Carol  Ross 
Tina  Warren 
Jon  Winemiller 


Assistant  District  Manager,  Planning  and  Environmental 
Assistance,  Casper  District  Office 

Project  Coordination,  Wyoming  State  Office 

Cartographer,  Wyoming  State  Office 

Former  Public  Affairs  Specialist,  Wyoming  State  Office 

Graphics,  Wyoming  State  Office 

Phototypsetting,  Wyoming  State  Office 

Supervisory  Draftsman,  Wyoming  State  Office 


Coordination,  support,  and  review  were  provided  by  the  Divisions  of  Minerals, 
Lands  and  Renewable  Resources,  Operations,  and  Planning  and  Environmental 
Assistance,  Casper  District.  From  the  Wyoming  State  Office,  the  Divisions  of 
Minerals,  Lands  and  Renewable  Resources,  and  Operations  provided 
coordination  and  review. 

Printing  arrangements  were  made  by  the  Branch  of  Administrative  Services, 
Wyoming  State  Office. 
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Appendixes 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  FOR  APPENDIXES 


Page  numbers  refer  to  pages  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  A  partial  paragraph 
at  the  top  of  a  column  counts  as  paragraph  1.  The  changed  or  added  material 
in  the  "Should  Read"  column  is  in  bold  type. 


Draft  Para- 

Page        Column  graph  Line(s) 


Should  Read 


APPENDIX  2 

222  2 

224  1 


224  2 

228  2 


232 


232 


APPENDIX  4 

241  2 

242  1 


APPENDIX  5 

245  1 


245 


6  3       U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (memo  of 

May  9, 1984)  (The  memo  is  included  in 
the  pages  following  this  list.) 

following  6,       About  1,200  acres  containing  168 
insert  new    million  tons  of  federal  coal  was  determined 
paragraph    unsuitable  because  of  the  Lewis'  woodpecker. 

(The  information  on  the  Lewis' 
woodpecker  is  included  under  criterion  14  as 
well  as  under  criterion  15  because  the 
species  is  a  migratory  bird  of  high  federal 
interest.) 

4  6       critical  elk  range  in  the  Fortification 

Creek  area. 

3         All      Surface  owner  consultation  was  underway 
during  preparation  of  the  second  draft 
RMP/EIS,  as  indicated  in  the  cited  paragraph. 
The  "Addendum  to  Appendix  2:  Surface  Owner 
Consultation"  following  this  list  contains 
information  on  the  results  of  this 
consultation. 

7  4       ...  consideration.  Added  table  2 

details  planned  coal  production  in  the 
Wyoming  portion  of  the  Powder  River  Region  in 
future  years  through  1995.  (Added  table 
2  follows  this  list.) 

following  7    See  the  "Addendum  to  Appendix  2:  Summary  of 
Thunder  Basin  National  Grassland  Coal 
Information,"  in  the  pages  following  this 
list. 


The  "Standard  Terms  and  Conditions  for  Oil 
and  Gas  Leases"  section  has  been  superseded 
by  four  stipulations  that  have  been  developed 
since  publication  of  the  second  draft 
RMP/EIS.  These  stipulations  are  indued  in 
the  "Addendum  to  Appendix  4:  Stipulations 
Applied  by  the  BLM  in  Wyoming"  in  the  pages 
following  this  list. 


3        2,  3     Will  be  superseded  by  the  decisions  in 

the  proposed  plan  upon  approval  of  a  record 
of  decision  following  a  30-day  protest 
period.  The  site-specific  .  .  . 

11      (ORV)  .  .  .  plan  (USDI,  BLM  1981f). 
Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  D. 
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Draft  Para- 

Page      Column      graph      Line(s) 


Should  Read 


APPENDIX? 

271   -  328 


324 


following  328 


APPENDIX  8 

329                 2 

PRLA  list 

329                2 

PRLA  list 

330                2 

Bentonite 

330 


The  "Addendum  to  Appendix  7:  Summary  of 
Changes  in  Wilderness  EIS"  indicates  changes 
made  in  the  forthcoming  preliminary  final 
wilderness  EIS. 

5,6     ...  from  the  restrictions  on 

motor  vehicle  use  .  .  . 

The  "Addendum  to  Appendix  7:  Wilderness 
Review  Process,"  which  follows  this  list, 
contains  a  description  of  the  BLM's 
procedures  for  inventory,  study,  and 
reporting  on  potential  wilderness  areas. 


Wildcat  Creek  Area,  Consolidation  Coal) 

—7  PRLAs* 

The  Belle  Fourche  appeal  was  denied. 

The  Benton  Clay  Corp.  Mine  and  Benton  Clay 
Mine  &  Mill    Corp.  Mill  have  been  purchased  by  Kaycee 
Area  List      Bentonite. 

Related       The  ETSI  Coal  Slurry  Pipeline  project  has 
Energy       been  abandoned. 
Development 
list 


*Except  for  the  correction  cited  above,  appendix  8  was  correct  at  the  time 
that  the  list  of  projects  included  in  the  baseline  was  prepared.  However,the 
ownership  of  some  of  the  mines  has  changed,  and  further  changes  could  occur. 
The  ownership  shown  on  added  table  2  (cited  under  additions  and  corrections 
for  appendix  2,  page  232)  was  correct  as  of  January  1985.  The  following  changes 
have  occurred  since  appendix  8  was  published  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS. 
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TO 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

H.02.82 

District  Manager,  Casper  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Casper,  UY 


DAim:  Ma) 


nioM    Field  Supervisor,  Endangered  Species.  Helena.  KT  (SE) 
iubjkct:  Buffalo  Resource  Area  Biological  Assessment  Amendment 


T^ 


.pdtjTi 


1^=^^ 


1<WW/'°"'*'^'     I 


MAY  1 5 1984 


iz: 


2: 


m^ 


We  have  received  and  reviewed  your  April  18,  1984  biological  Lsaeia'nie'nf 
ainendment.  Based  upon  the  Information  provided  in  your  memo,  we  concur 
with  your  determination  of  "no  affect"  to  the  bald  eagle,  peregrine 
falcon,  and  black-footed  ferret  for  the  proposed  Buffalo  Resource  Area 
RMP.  We  agree  that  it  would  be  inappropriate  at  this  time  to  withdraw 
prairie  dog  acreages  from  further  consideration;  based  upon  your  previous 
conmitinent.  that  site-specific  impact  analysis  w111  Include  black-footed 
ferret  surveys  prior  to  Implementation  of  the  proposed  action. 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  to  consider  and  conserve  endangered  species 
and  their  habitats.  Please  contact  us  if  you  have  further  questions. 


OXvA,' 


.'vSS 


cc:  Ecological  Services,  FWS,  Cheyenne,  WY 


Bmj  U.S.  Sstings  B*mU  Kig>$Urly  m  tht  PayrM  Smringi  Plsm 
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ADDENDUM  TO  APPENDIX  2: 
SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION 


Page  228  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  (column 
2,  paragraph  3)  indicated  that  formal  consultation 
with  surface  owners  was  underway.  The 
procedure  and  results  are  described  below. 

Letters  were  sent  by  certified  mail  to  1 16  surface 
owners  of  record  whose  land  overlies  federal  coal 
with  development  potential.  This  private  surface 
is  in  the  Sheridan  County  priority  area  (see  map 
9).  The  surface  owners  were  asked  to  express  their 
preference  for  or  against  surface  mining.  At  the 
end  of  the  response  period,  7  letters  had  been 
returned  unclaimed  and  67  landowners  had  made 
some  response.  Twenty-four  landowners 
expressed  a  preference  against  surface  mining  on 
all  or  part  of  their  land.  Preferences  were 
expressed  against  mining  on  a  total  of  about 
15,200  acres. 

No  federal  coal  lands  were  eliminated  from 
further  consideration  for  leasing  as  a  result  of 
surface  owner  consultation.  At  such  time  as  any 


tract  is  delineated  in  the  future,  all  owners  of 
surface  within  that  tract  will  be  contacted  and  their 
consent  for  surface  coal  mining  requested.  If  a 
qualified  surface  owner  should  refuse  to  give 
consent,  that  owner's  private  surface  would  be 
removed  from  the  competitive  tract  and  would  not 
be  considered  for  leasing. 

No  attempt  was  made  to  distinguish  qualified 
surface  owners;  however,  3  of  the  67  landowners 
indicated  in  their  responses  that  they  were  not 
"qualified." 

For  the  parts  of  Sheridan  County  outside  the 
priority  area  mentioned  above,  and  for  Johnson 
County,  the  preferences  for  or  against  surface 
mining  of  surface  owners  of  record,  as  reported 
in  the  Western  Powder  River  Basin  Area  coal 
amendment  (USDI,  BLM  1981a),  are  incorporated 
by  reference. 
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ADDED  TABLE  2 

(for  addendum  to  appendix  2) 

PLANNED  COAL  PRODUCTION  IN  THE  WYOMING  POWDER  RIVER  REGION 


Annual  Production  (OOP  tons) 

Actual  Production"            Planned  Production^ 
r9B0  1955       1592 


1995 


Campbell  County 

Existing  Mines: 
Bell  Ayr  (AMAX) 

Black  Thunder  (Thunder  Basin  Coal  Co.) 
Buckskin  (Shell  Oil  Co.) 
Coal  Creek  (Thunder  Basin  Coal  Co.) 
Caballo  (Exxon  Coal  Resources,  U.S.A.)) 
Clovls  Point  (Kerr-McGee) 
Cordero  (Cordero  Mlning-Sunedco) 
Eagle  Butte  (AMAX) 
Fort  Union  (Fort  Union  Partnership) 
Jacobs  Ranch  (Kerr-McGee) 
North  Antelope  (North  Antelope  Coal  Co.) 
Rawhide  (Exxon  Coal  Resources,  U.S.A.) 
Caballo  Rojo  (Mobil  Coal  Producing,  Inc.) 
Wyodak  (Wyodak  Resources  Development  Corp.) 

Subtotal 

Proposed  Mines: 
Dry  Fork  (Phillips  Petroleum  Company) 
East  Gillette  (Kerr-McGee) 
Echeta  (Eldorado  Exploration,  Inc.) 
North  Rochelle  (Shell  Oil) 
Rochelle  (Rochelle  Coal  Company) 
Hyno  Fuels  (Wymo  Fuels,  Inc.) 

Subtotal 

Results  of  the  1982  Lease  Sale: 
Keeline  (Neil  Butte) 
Rocky  Butte  (Texas  Energy  Services) 
Duck  Nest  (AMAX) 

Fortin  Draw  (Black  Hills  Power  and  Light) 
Little  Rawhide  (AMAX) 
Spring  Draw  (Shell  Oil) 

Subtotal 

Campbell  County  Total 

Converse  County 

Existing  Mines: 
Dave  Johnston  (NERCO) 

Proposed  Mines: 
Antelope  (NERCO) 

Converse  County  Total 

Sheridan  County 

Existing  Mines: 
Big  Horn  (Peter  Klewlt  Sons) 
Ash  Creek  (Public  Service  of  Oklahoma) 
Welch  No.  1  (Sheridan  Enterprises) 

Sheridan  County  Total 

Grand  Total 


16,106 

14,000 

13,000 

13,000 

10,549 

17,300 

20,500 

20,500 

c 

6,100 

6,200 

6,200 

c 

6,200 

9,000 

12,000 

1,974 

7,000 

12,000 

12,000 

2,481 

4,300 

4,300 

4,300 

6,563 

13,000 

24,000 

24,000 

8,440 

14,000 

25,600 

25,600 

22 

1,400 

8,200 

8,200 

8,246 

12,800 

12,100 

11,700 

c 

2,000 

5,000 

5,000 

4,473 

24,000 

24,000 

24,000 

c 

9,000 

15,000 

15,000 

2,569 

3,000 

5,000 

5,000 

61,453 

134,106 

183,900 

166,560 

__ 

__ 

3,000 

9,000 

— 

11,000 

11,000 

11,000 

— 

1,000 

1,000 

1,100 

— 

2,000 

8,000 

8,000 

~ 

— 

7,000 

11,000 

— 

— 

1,500 
31,500 

4,000 

~~ 

14,000 

44,100 



__ 

6,500 

6,500 

— 

— 

— 

5,006 

d 

d 

d 

d 

e 

e 

e 

e 

f 

f 

f 

f 

8 

8 

8 

8 

6,500 

11,500 

61,423 

148.100 

221,900 

242,166 

3,804 

3,700 

3,700 

3,700 



800 
4,500 

5,600 
9,300 

12,000 

3,804 

15,700 

4,327 

2,800 

2,300 

1 

h 

h 

h 

~ 

h 

h 

h 

4,328 

2,800 

2,300 



69,555 


155,400 


233,500 


257,800 


NOTE:   Ownership  is  that  of  January  1985;  it  is  subject  to  change.   Figures  are  for  all  coal  production  in  the 
Wyoming  portion  of  the  Powder  River  Region,  including  both  the  Buffalo  and  Platte  River  resource  areas. 

a.  Estimate  based  on  mine  plans  and  data  from  the  Wyoming  Dept.  of  Economic  Planning  and  Development. 

b.  Wyoming  State  Inspector  of  Mines  Annual  Report,  1980,  and  Ad  Valorem  Tax  Division  Annual  Report  1981. 

c.  Not  In  production  in  1980. 

d.  See  Bell  Ayr.   No  additional  production.  Mining  of  this  tract  will  extend  the  life  of  Bell  Ayr  Mine. 

e.  See  Wyodak.  No  additional  production.  Mining  of  this  tract  will  extend  the  life  ol  Wyodak  Mine. 

f.  See  Eagle  Butte.   No  additional  production.   Mining  of  this  tract  will  extend  the  life  of  Eagle  Butte  Mine. 

g.  See  Buckskin.  No  additional  production.  Mining  of  this  tract  will  extend  the  life  of  Buckskin  Mine, 
h.  Currently  shut  down. 
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ADDENDUM  TO  APPENDIX  2: 

SUMMARY  OF  THUNDER  BASIN 

NATIONAL  GRASSLAND  COAL  INFORMATION 


INTRODUCTION 


Volume  III,  Page  71 


The  coal  screening  procedure  applied  to  federal 
coal  lands  in  the  Thunder  Basin  National 
Grassland  (TBNG)  was  the  same  as  that  described 
in  appendix  2  of  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS.  It 
included  application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria, 
analysis  of  multiple  use  conflicts,  and  surface 
owner  consultation  in  all  federal  coal  lands, 
including  PRLAs. 

This  summary  documents  the  application  of  the 
unsuitability  criteria  as  directed  by  regulations 
pertaining  to  the  federal  coal  program  (43  CFR 
3461)  and  is  in  accordance  with  a  memorandum 
of  understanding  between  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior  dated  May  20,  1980.  The  memorandum 
of  understanding  provides  for  coordination  in 
federal  coal  program  planning. 

The  coal  screening  process  was  presented  in 

the  Draft  Land  and  Resource  Management 
Plan:  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  and  Thunder 
Basin  National  Grassland  (USDA,  FS  1984).  Any 
future  competitive  and  noncompetitive  coal 
leasing  in  the  TBNG  will  be  subject  to  the  final 
Medicine  Bow/TBNG  plan  and  any  mitigation 
prescribed  in  that  plan. 

A  complete  documentation  of  the  coal 
screening  process  as  applied  in  the  TBNG  is 
available  in  appendix  F  of  the  Medicine  Bow/ 
TBNG  draft  plan.  Copies  of  that  plan  are  available 
from  the  Forest  Supervisor,  Medicine  Bow 
National  Forest,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Laramie,  Wyoming  82070. 


EXCERPTS  FROM  FOREST 
SERVICE  DOCUMENT 


The  following  passages  are  excerpts  from  the 
Medicine  Bow/TBNG  draft  document  (USDA,  FS 
1984).  The  headings  indicate  the  part  of  the 
document  from  which  the  excerpt  was  taken. 


There  are  four  producing  coal  mines  on  the  Thunder  Basin 
National  Grassland.  The  Black  Thunder  Mine  located  near 
Wright,  Wyoming,  started  production  in  1977  and  in  1981 
produced  14  million  tons  of  coal.  Production  from  Black 
Thunder  is  expected  to  reach  20.5  million  tons  per  year  by 
1985.  The  Jacobs  Ranch  Mine,  also  located  near  Wright, 
Wyoming,  was  opened  in  1978  and  produced  8.5  million  tons 
in  1981  and  will  eventually  produce  15  million  tons  annually. 

The  North  Antelope  Coal  Mine  began  shipping  coal  in  late 
1983  and  will  produce  about  five  million  tons  annually.  Mine 
facility  construction  for  the  Antelope  Coal  Mine  began  in  1982. 
Due  to  a  soft  coal  market,  construction  activities  were 
suspended  in  1983.  Mine  construction  resumed  in  1984  and 
will  be  completed  in  1985.  Although  the  original  annual 
production  was  to  be  ten  million  tons  of  coal  annually,  about 
4.5  million  tons  annually  will  be  produced  at  first,  and  within 
a  few  years,  production  will  increase  to  12  million  tons. 

[Information  from  the  BLM  data  base  indicates 
that  the  Black  Thunder  Mine  produced  21  million 
tons  of  coal  in  1984  and  is  expected  to  produce 
22  million  tons  in  1985.  The  Jacobs  Ranch  Mine 
produced  13  million  tons  in  1984.] 

There  are  two  additional  pending  coal  mine  applications 
located  on  the  Thunder  Basin  National  Grassland.  The  mine 
proposals  are  Rochelle  and  North  Rochelle.  The  planned  coal 
production  is  11  and  8  million  tons  annually,  respectively.  The 
pending  coal  mines  are  projected  to  be  operational  by  the 
rriiddle  1980s.  The  life  of  all  six  mines  is  generally  estimated 
to  be  between  30  and  40  years.  Total  coal  production  from 
the  existing  mines  and  the  pending  mines  is  expected  to  reach 
68  million  tons  annually  by  1986. 

In  addition  to  the  coal  activity  already  discussed,  there  are 
...  15  PRLAs  on  the  Thunder  Basin  National  Grassland. 

[More  recent  information  on  the  TBNG  indicates 
that  the  number  of  PRLAs  now  pending  is  10.] 

The  Grassland  contains  an  additional  164,796  acres  of 
uncommitted  high  to  moderate  federal  coal  potential  land.  The 
Forest  has  completed  analysis  of  these  lands  in  terms  of  their 
suitability  and  acceptability  for  future  coal  production.  The 
results  of  the  analysis  and  the  lands  determined  suitable  and 
available  for  further  lease  consideration  are  described  in 
Appendix  F.  Reference  should  be  made  to  the  Unsuitability 
Criteria  Assessment'  for  complete  details  of  the  analysis 
process. 
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Total  coal  production  from  the  Thunder  Basin  National 
Grassland  is  expected  to  increase  from  an  estimated  68  million 
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tons  annually  in  1986  to  90  million  tons  annually  in  1995.  Coal 
production  from  the  Grassland  is  expected  to  peak  and  begin 
to  level  off  at  a  relatively  stable  production  rate  around  the 
year  2000.  The  peak  coal  production  rate  from  the  Thunder 
Basin  National  Grassland  is  estimated  at  130  million  tons  per 
year. 


Volume  IV,  Page  85 


Management  requirements  for  minerals  in  the  proposed 
Forest  Plan  (Chapter  III,  Management  Direction)  are  based 
on  statutory  and  regulatory  direction  for  locatable.  leasable, 
and  salable  minerals.  Statutory  and  other  management  criteria 
for  surface  protection  appropriate  to  the  lands  involved  to 
prevent  or  control  adverse  environmental  impacts  are  also 
considered.  The  mineral-related  management  requirements 
(proposed  Forest  Plan,  pages  111-54  through  111-71)  are 
presented  in  three  categories  to  cover  environmental  impacts 
typically  associated  with  exploration  and  development 
operations  for  the  various  mineral  commodities. 
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BLM  proposals  to  issue  a  license,  permit,  or  lease  for  leasable 
minerals  in  National  Forest  System  lands  are  forwarded  to 
the  Forest  Service  asking  whether  or  not  the  lands  are  available 
for  mineral  exploration  and  development.  If  the  lands  are 
determined  by  the  Forest  Service  to  be  available,  standard 
and  special  stipulations  necessary  for  the  management  of  the 
surface  resources  are  identified  (see  Appendix  D  of  the 
proposed  Forest  Plan).  Management  direction  for  leasable 
minerals  regarding  availability,  and  surface  resource 
management  stipulations  for  lands  available  for  leasing,  are 
part  of  the  management  requirements  (proposed  Forest  Plan 
pages  111-54  through  111-71). 
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pending  further  study"  category.  Prior  to  surface  disturbing 
activities,  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  Wyoming  Department 
of  Environmental  Quality  to  make  a  determination  if  the 
identified  "potential"  alluvial  valley  floors  meet  the  State  of 
Wyoming  requirements. 

It  was  determined,  after  applying  Criterion  11,  that  golden 
eagle  nests  and  associated  buffer  zones  would  not  be  classified 
as  unsuitable.  The  golden  eagle  nests  can  be  adequately 
protected  through  the  use  of  special  protective  stipulations 
and  existing  laws  and  regulations.  A  total  of  11,379  acres  of 
the  review  area  was  placed  in  the  special  stipulation  category. 
The  Forest  Service  determination  that  golden  eagle  buffer 
areas  are  not  unsuitable  for  coal  leasing  does  not  infer  that 
destruction  of  habitat  and  nests  or  harassment  of  the  bird 
will  be  condoned.  Provisions  of  the  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act 
and  appropriate  regulations  would  be  enforced  by  the 
appropriate  agency. 

After  a  multiple  use  conflict  evaluation,  it  was  determined 
there  were  no  serious  surface  resource  use  conflicts  on 
Thunder  Basin  National  Grassland,  and  any  conflicts  which 
arise  would  be  mitigated  on  a  case  by  case  basis.  Normally, 
the  role  of  the  Forest  Service  is  to  manage  the  surface 
resources  to  minimize  adverse  environmental  impacts  in  the 
exploration  and  development  of  mineral  resources.  Any 
conflicts  between  oil  and  gas  development  and  coal  resource 
development  would  be  resolved  by  the  Department  of  Interior. 

Of  the  total  206,240  acres  within  the  high  to  moderate  coal 
potential  boundary,  approximately  164,796  acres  were 
determined  to  be  suitable  and  available  for  leasing  and 
subsequent  surface  mining.  A  total  of  31,986  acres  involving 
an  estimated  2.3  billion  tons  of  coal  are  under  existing  lease. 
An  additional  7,275  acres  involving  an  estimated  465  million 
tons  of  coal  are  under  Preference  Right  Lease  Application. 
None  of  the  acres  in  the  review  area  were  considered  suitable 
for  underground  mining  due  primarily  to  shallow  overburdens, 
overburden  consistency,  and  the  thickness  of  the  coal  seams. 

Maps  and  reports  regarding  mineral  potential  on  the  Forest 
are  available  for  review  in  the  Forest  Supervisor's  office. 


In  addition  to  the  Forest  Direction  criteria,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  May  20,  1982  USDA/USDI  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (which  provides  for  coordination  in  coal  area 
planning)  and  the  Federal  Coal  Program  Regulations  (43  CFR 
3400  part  3461),  coal  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to  the 
identified  high  to  moderate  coal  potential  lands  on  the  Thunder 
Basin  National  Grassland.  Unsuitability  criteria  were  used  to 
assess  lands  suitable  for  all  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of 
mining  in  the  land  use  planning  process.  The  results  of  the 
unsuitability  assessment  were  adopted  as  the  basis  for 
determining  lands  available  for  future  coal  mining.  (For  a 
detailed  discussion  of  the  results  of  the  application  of  the 
criteria,  see  Appendix  F) 

Table  IV-39  [TBNG-2  in  this  summary]  summarizes  the 
results  of  applying  the  unsuitability  criteria  to  the  entire  high 
to  moderate  coal  potential  area  on  Thunder  Basin  National 
Grassland.  Table  IV-39  shows  that  1,761  acres  of  the  total 
review  area  were  found  to  be  unsuitable  because  of  Criterion 
2.  This  criterion  included  the  Burlington  Northern  Railroad 
right-of-way.  State  Highway  59  and  that  portion  of  the  Tri- 
County  230  KV  power  transmission  line  which  parallels  the 
railroad. 
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After  application  of  Criterion  19  (alluvial  valley  floors),  7,625 
acres  of  the  total  review  area  were  placed  in  the  "suitable 


INFORMATION  ON  COAL 
SCREENING  PROCESS  IN  TBNG 

The  coal  screening  process  as  applied  in  the 
TBNG  is  reflected  in  the  tables  and  paragraphs 
excerpted  in  this  section.  Table  numbers  preceded 
by  "TBNG"  have  been  assigned  to  differentiate 
between  tables  taken  from  the  Forest  Service 
document  and  those  prepared  by  the  BLM  for  the 
Buffalo  RMP/EIS. 

High  to  Moderate  Coal  Potential  Lands 

Table  TBNG-1  presents  an  overview  of  high  to 
moderate  coal  potential  lands. 

Application  of  the  Unsuitability  Criteria 

From  the  Forest  Service  document: 

As  required  by  Federal  Coal  Management  Regulations  (43 
CFR  3461),  the  Unsuitability  Criteria,  numbers  1  through  20, 
were  applied  to  all  the  uncommitted  coal  lands  within  the  high 
to  moderate  coal  potential  boundary.  This  report  documents 
the  results  of  this  unsuitability  criteria  application. 
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TABLE  TBNC-1 

OVERVIEW  OF  llCa  TO  HODEIATE  COAt  POTDITIAL  LANDS 
(Acr«a  shown  Ar«  prior  to  application  of 
tha  Unaultablllty  Crltarla) 


Tona 

of  Fadaral  Coal 

Acraa 

(Billlona) 

Total  Acraa  In  tha  Ravlaw  Araa 

206, 2iO 

Acraa  ulth  Fadaral  Coal 

U7,«80 

U.62  U 

Fadaral  Land  SurCac* 

SA,3A0 

Stata  Land 

12,000 

V 

Privata  Landa 

109,900 

U 

Prlvata  Surface  with  Fadaral  Coal 

70,500 

\J      Esciiucad  tocal  recovtrabL*  federal  coal  rascrvas  calculated  froiB 
The  CRO/CDP  upa  prepared  for  MMS  by  Intera  Search,  Inc.  1979. 

Ij     State  and  private  coal  reserve  data  were  not  available. 


From  the  Forest  Service  document: 

As  indicated  in  table  1-4  below  [TBNG-3  in  this  summary], 
with  the  exception  of  Criteria  2,  3,  and  19,  all  lands  within 
the  review  area  are  suitable  and  available  for  surface  mining. 
A  total  of  2,183  acres  affecting  an  estimated  152  million  tons 
of  coal  were  found  unsuitable.  7,625  acres  affecting  an 
estimated  369  million  tons  of  coal  were  placed  in  the  acceptable 
pending  further  study  category  under  the  Alluvial  Valley  Floor 
Criteria.  Prior  to  surface  disturbance,  the  Wyoming  Department 
of  Environmental  Quality  should  make  a  determination  relative 
to  the  identified  potential  alluvial  valley  floors  meeting  the 
State's  criteria  for  a  true  alluvial  valley  floor. 

In  addition,  1 1 ,379  acres  involved  in  golden  eagle  nest  buffer 
zones  have  been  identified  as  areas  requiring  special  lease 
stipulations.  The  special  lease  stipulations  should  not  have 
any  effect  on  the  coal  reserve  within  the  buffer  zones. 


Aa  Indicated  by  Table  F-l,  the  Forest  Service  administers  42  percent  of 
the  surface  within  the  high  to  moderate  coal  potential  boundary,  while 
53  percent  of  the  surface  Is  In  private  ownership  and  5  percent  Is 
contf^lled  by  the  State  of  Wyoming. 

It  ahould  again  be  emphasized  chat  coal  figures  shown  in  Table  F-l  and 
Table  F-2  reprcaant  federal  coal  reserves  only  and  are  based  on  limited 
data.  Tonnagk  projections  are  for  planning  purposes  only.  No  coal 
reserve  data  were  available  for  either  state  or  private  lands. 


The  To  St  Service  document  indicates  that 
application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  resulted  in 
findings  of  1,761  acres  unsuitable  under  criterion 
2,  affecting  a  total  of  136  million  tons  of  coal; 
criterion  3,  422  acres  unsuitable  affecting  a  total 
of  16  million  tons;  criterion  11,  11,379  acres 
requiring  special  stipulations;  criterion  19,  7,625 
acres  acceptable  pending  study  affecting  369 
million  tons. 


Table  TBNG-2  summarizes  the   results 
application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria. 


TABLE  TBNC-2 
Suiiaury  of  Result*  of  Unsuitability  Criteria  Application 


of 


Acres 

Tons  of  Coel  W 
(Billions) 

Acres  Avellable  for  Application 
of  Unsuitability  Criteria 

206,240 

11.620 

Unsuitable  Findings 
Criterion  2 
Criterion  3 

1,761 
A22 

.136 
.016 

Suitable  Pending 
Further  Study 
Criterion  19 

7,625 

.369 

Requiring  Special 
Stipulationa 
Criterion  U 

11.379 

___ 

Unavailable  Due  To 

Multiple  Use  Conflicts 





Lands  Under  Existing  Lease 

31,986 

2.300 

Landa  Under  Preference  Right 
Lease  Application 

7.275 

.465 

Available  for  Leesing 

164,796 

8.340 

TABLE  TBNC-3 
SUMMARY  OF  RESULTS  OF  APPLYING  UNSUITABILITY  CRITERIA 


Tops  of  Coel  2/ 
(Bllllone)  ~ 


Acres  Available  for  Application 
of  Unsulteblllty  Criteria 
(Federal,  State  and  Private 
Unds) . 


206,240 


Unauttable  Findings 
Criterion  2 
Criterion  3 

1,761 
422 

.136 
.016 

Suitable  Pending 
Further  Study 
Criterion  19 

7,625 

.369 

Requiring  Special 
Stipulationa 
Criterion  11 

11,379 

„ 

Unavailable  Due  to 

Multiple  Uae  Conflicta 

— 



Lands  Under  Existing  Lease 

31,986 

2.300 

Landa  Under  Preference  Right  3/ 
Leese  Application  (FRLA)   ~ 

7,275 

.465 

Available  for  Leasing  £/ 

164,796 

8.340 

\j  It  muse  be  emphasized  the  coal  figures  shown  represent  very  rough 
cstlnates  only.  Future  coal  exploration  will  provide  much  more  accurate 
coal  resource  data. 


l/*Coal  unsuitability  criteria  are  listed  In  the  Federal  Coal  Proiraa 
~  Regulations  (43  CFR  3400  Part  3461)  and  Appendix  F. 

11   Coal  figures  shown  represent  eatlaatas.   Future  coal 

exploration  will  provide  more  accurate  coal  resource  data. 

V   PRLA's  outside  the  high  to  moderate  coal  potential  boundary  account 
for  approximately  5,000  additional  acres. 

i*J   Does  not  include  preference  right  lemse  applications. 


Multiple  Use  Evaluation 


From  the  Forest  Service  document: 

Potential  multiple  land  use  conflicts  associated  with  coal 
development  within  the  high  to  moderate  coal  potential 
boundary  include  wildlife  habitat  management,  range 
management  and  limited  recreation  management. 

In  addition,  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  can 
cause  significant  problems,  when  both  coal  companies  and 
oil  and  gas  companies  are  attempting  to  develop  the  same 
tract  of  land  at  the  same  time.  Other  mineral  development 
such  as  uranium,  bentonite  and  locatable  minerals  such  as 
gold  and/or  silver  are  not  expected  to  create  land  use  conflicts. 
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The  Forest  Service  position  is  that  conflicts  generated 
between  coal  development  and  wildlife,  range  and  recreation 
management  can  be  satisfactorily  resolved  at  the  coal  tract 
profile  or  site  specific  analysis  and  Mining  and  Reclamation 
(M&R)  Plan  stages  of  coal  planning. 

The  conflict  between  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  and  coal  resource  development  is  one  directly 
related  to  minerals  management. 

The  Forest  Service  is  not  responsible  for  minerals  leasing, 
management  or  disposal.  If  conflicts  do  exist,  these  will  be 
resolved  by  the  Department  of  Interior. 

On  the  basis  of  the  discussion  above,  it  has  been  determined 
there  are  no  multiple  land  use  conflicts  of  such  magnitude 
that  would  require  any  of  the  lands  in  the  review  area  to  be 
withdrawn  from  leasing  considerations. 

Current  Forest  land  management  planning  has  identified  the 
lands  within  the  review  area  as  available  for  mineral 
development.  Reclamation  should  emphasize  reestablishment 
of  wildlife  habitat  and  range  conditions  to  premineral 
development  conditions  or  greater. 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 

From  the  Forest  Service  document: 

Sixty-four  private  surface  owners  were  contacted  by  mail 
to  obtain  individual  preferences  regarding  surface  mining  of 
their  respective  private  surface. 

The  consultation  results  are  summarized  in  the 
Forest  Service  document  as  35  surface  owners 
pro-mining,  12  against  mining,  16  who  did  not 

respond,  and  one  individual  who  responded  but 
did  not  indicate  a  preference  on  the  surface  mining 
issue.  The  original  forms  sent  to  private  surface 
owners  are  available  for  review  in  the  Supervisor's 
Office  of  the  Medicine  Bow  National  Forest  in 
Laramie,  Wyoming. 


'Federal  Coal  Management  Program  Unsuitability  Criteria 
Assessment,  High  to  Moderate  Coal  Potential,  Thunder  Basin 
National  Grassland,  USDA  Forest  Service.  Medicine  Bow 
National  Forest. 
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ADDENDUM  TO  APPENDIX  4:  STANDARD 
STIPULATIONS  APPLIED  BY  THE  BLM  IN  WYOMING 


The  four  stipulations  quoted  below  have  been 
developed  to  standardize  the  wording  of 
stipulations  used  by  the  BLM  in  Wyoming.  They 
are  applied  primarily  to  oil  and  gas  leases,  but 
any  or  all  of  them  may  be  applied  to  any  surface- 
disturbing  activity. 


delineated  at  the  field  level  (i.e.,  "surface  water 
and/or  riparian  areas"  may  include  both 
intermittent  and  ephemeral  water  sources  or  may 
be  limited  to  periennial  surface  water).  These 
decisions,  where  possible,  should  be  documented 
in  the  land  use  planning  documents. 


1.     SURFACE  DISTURBANCE 
STIPULATION  (used  on  all  leases) 


Surface  disturbance  will  be  prohibited  in  any 
of  the  following  areas  or  conditions.  Modifications 
to  this  limitation  may  be  approved  in  writing  by 
the  Authorized  Representative. 

a.  Slopes  in  excess  of  25  percent. 

b.  Within  important  scenic  areas  (Class  I  and  II 
Visual  Resource  Management  areas). 

c.  Within  500  feet  of  surface  water  and/or  riparian 
areas. 

d.  Within  a  quarter  mile  or  visual  horizon 
(whichever  is  closer)  from  a  historic  trail. 

e.  Construction  during  periods  when  the  soil 
material  is  saturated,  frozen,  or  when 
watershed  damage  is  likely  to  occur. 


Guidance 

The  surface  distrubance  stipulation  will  be 
included  on  all  lease  parcels.  The  intent  of  this 
stipulation  is  to  inform  interested  parties  (potential 
lessees)  that,  when  one  or  more  of  the  five  (a 
through  e)  environmental  conditions  exist,  surface 
disturbing  activities  will  be  prohibited  unless  or 
until  the  lessee  or  his  designated  operator  and 
the  surface  management  agency  (SMA)  arrive  at 
an  acceptable  plan  for  mitigation  of  anticipated 
impacts.  This  negotiation  will  occur  prior  to 
development  of  the  lease  and  become  a  condition 
for  approval  in  the  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill 
(APD). 

Specific  threshhold  criteria  (e.g.,  500  feet  from 
water)  have  been  established  based  upon  the  best 
information  available.  However,  geographical 
areas  and   time   periods  of  concern   must   be 


2.     WILDLIFE  STIPULATION 


a.  To  protect  important  big  game  ungulate  winter 
habitat,  drilling  and  other  surface  disturbing 
activity  will  not  be  allowed  during  the  period 
from  November  15  to  April  30  within  certain 
areas  encompassed  by  this  lease.  The  same 
criteria  applies  to  elk  calving  areas  from  the 
period  of  May  1  to  June  30.  This  limitation 
does  not  apply  to  maintenance  and  operation 
of  producing  wells.  Modifications  to  this 
limitation  in  any  year  may  be  approved  in 
writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

b.  To  protect  important  raptor  and/or  sage  and 
sharp-tailed  grouse  nesting  habitat,  drilling 
and  other  surface  disturbing  activity  will  not 
be  allowed  during  the  period  from  February 
I  to  July  31  within  certain  areas  encompassed 
by  this  lease.  This  limitation  does  not  apply 
to  maintenance  and  operation  of  producing 

•  wells.  Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any 
year  may  be  approved  in  writing  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

c.  No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed  on  that 
portion  of  the  lease  within  the  area  (legal 
description)  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
(e.g.,  sage/sharp-tailed  grouse  strutting,  and/ 
or  other  species  activity)  habitat. 
Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year 
may  be  approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 


Guidance 

The  wildlife  stipulations  is  intended  to  provide 
two  basic  types  of  protection,  seasonal  restriction 
(a  and  b)  and  no  surface  occupancy  (c).  Legal 
descriptions  will  ultimately  be  required  and  should 
be  measurable  and  legally  definable.  There  are 
no  minimum  subdivision  requirements  at  this  time. 
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The  area  delineated  can  and  should  be  refined 
as  necessary  based  upon  current  biological  data 
at  the  time  the  APD  is  processed.  It  should 
eventually  become  a  condition  for  approval  in  the 
Application  for  Permit  to  Drill. 

The  seasonal  restriction  section  of  the 
stipulation  identifies  three  groups  of  species  and 
delineates  two  similar  timeframe  restrictions. 
These  two  restrictions  are  big  game  ungulate  and 
raptors/grouse.  The  big  game  ungulates  including 
elk,  moose,  deer,  antelope,  and  big  horn  sheep 
all  require  protection  of  crucial  winter  range 
between  November  15  and  April  30.  Raptors 
including  eagles,  accipiters,  falcons,  buteos, 
osprey,  ferruginous  hawks,  burrowing  owls,  and 
sage  and  sharp-tailed  grouse  all  require  nesting 
protection  during  periods  between  February  I  and 
July  31. 

The  no  surface  occupancy  section  of  the 
stipulation  is  intended  for  protection  of  unique 
wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  values  (e.g.,  sage 
grouse  strutting  grounds,  known  threatened  and 
endangered  species  habitat,  etc.)  which  cannot 
be  protected  using  seasonal  restrictions. 


address  the  concern.  The  resource  value,  location, 
and  specific  restriction  must  be  clearly  identified. 
A  detailed  plan  addressing  mitigation  and  special 
restrictions  on  development  will  be  required  prior 
to  the  development  of  a  lease  and  become  a 
condition  for  approval  in  the  Application  for  Permit 
to  Drill. 


4.     NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY 
STIPULATION 


No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed  on  the 
following  described  lands  (legal  subdivision/area) 

because  of  (resource  value).  See  examples. 

Examples: 

a.  Recreation   areas   (campgrounds,   historic 
trails,  national  monuments,  etc.). 

b.  Major  reservoirs/dams,  etc. 

c.  Special  management  areas  (ACEC,  wild  and 
scenic  rivers,  etc.). 


3.  SPECIAL  RESOURCE 
PROTECTION  STIPULATION 


In  order  to  protect  (resource  value),  the  District 
Manager  reserves  the  right  to  prohibit  surface 
disturbance  (i.e.,  within  a  specific  distance  of  the 
resource  value  or  between  date-to-date)  in  (legal 
subdivision).  This  limitation  does  not  apply  to 
operation  and  maintenance  of  producing  wells. 
Modifications  to  this  limitation  may  be  approved 
in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Examples: 

a.  Recreation  areas. 

b.  Special  historic  features. 

c.  Special  management  areas. 

d.  Sections  of  major  rivers. 

e.  Prior  existing  rights-of-way. 

f.  Occupied  dwellings. 

Guidance 

The  special  resource  protection  stipulation  is 
intended  for  use  only  in  the  few  very  specialized, 
site-specific  situations  where  one  of  the  other 
three  general  stipulations  will   not  adequately 


Guidance 

The  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  (NSO) 
is  intended  for  use  only  when  other  stipulations 
are  determined  insufficient  to  adequately  protect 
the  public  interest  and/or  as  an  alternative  to  "no 
leasing."  The  legal  subdivision  and  resource  value 
of  concern  must  be  identified  in  the  stipulation 
and  be  tied  to  a  land  use  planning  document. 
There  will  be  no  exceptions  to  this  stipulation 
granted  without  modification  of  the  appropriate 
land  use  plan  or  unless  an  exception  is  approved 
by  the  State  Director. 

Washington  Office  guidance  advises  that  when 
considering  the  no  lease  option,  a  rigorous  test 
must  be  met  and  fully  documented  in  the  record. 
This  test  must  be  based  on  the  stringent  standards 
of  the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals.  Since 
rejection  of  a  lease  offer  is  more  severe  than  the 
most  restrictive  stipulation,  the  record  must  show 
that  consideration  was  given  to  leasing  subject 
to  reasonable  stipulations,  including  a  NSO 
stipulation.  The  record  must  also  show  that 
stipulations  were  determined  to  be  insufficient  to 
adequately  protect  the  public  interest.  A  no-lease 
decision  should  not  be  made  solely  because  it 
appears  that  directional  drilling  would  be 
unfeasible,  especially  where  a  NSO  lease  may  be 
acceptable  to  a  potential  lessee.  In  such  cases 
the  opportunity  to  accept  or  refuse  a  NSO  lease 
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should  be  left  to  the  potential  lessee.  Exception(s)  the  public  interest,  then  an  exception  to  the  NSO 

by  the  District  Manager  to  the  NSO  stipulation  stipulation  could  be  granted.  The  record  must 

will  be  subject  to  the  same  test  used  to  initially  show  that  because  conditions  and   uses  have 

justify  the  imposition  of  this  stipulation.  If  the  NSO  changed,  less  restrictive  stipulations  will  protect 

stipulation  is  justified  but  upon  development  less  the  public  interest, 
restrictive  stipulations  would  adequately  protect 
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ADDENDUM  TO  APPENDIX  7:  SUMMARY 
OF  CHANGES  IN  WILDERNESS  EIS 


INTRODUCTION 


As  noted  in  chapter  2  of  this  proposed  RMP/ 
final  EIS,  the  recommendation  regarding  the  three 
WSAs  in  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  is  preliminary. 
It  is  subject  to  change  during  administrative 
review. 

Appendix  7  in  the  second  draft  Buffalo  Resource 
Area  RMP/EIS  was  a  draft  wilderness  EIS.  A 
preliminary  final  wilderness  EIS  is  now  being 
prepared.  (The  wilderness  review  process  is 
described  in  an  addendum  to  appendix  7  that 
follows  this  addendum.)  Some  changes  have  been 
made  in  both  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  and 
the  preliminary  final  wilderness  EIS  as  a  result 
of  public  comments  and  internal  BLM  review.  The 
changes  made  in  the  preliminary  final  wilderness 
EIS  are  summarized  in  the  following  sections.  The 
final  wilderness  EIS  will  be  published  at  a  later 
date,  as  will  a  wilderness  study  report. 


CHANGES  MADE  IN 
PRELIMINARY  FINAL  EIS 


The  No  Action  alternative  for  each  WSA  is 
u3scribed  in  more  detail  in  chapter  2  in  the 
preliminary  final  EIS  than  it  was  in  the  second 
draft  RMP/EIS.  The  draft  (appendix  7)  contained 
no  site-specific  decisions  for  the  No  Action 
alternatives  for  forest  resources,  livestock  grazing, 
mineral  resources,  or  wildlife  habitat.  This 
information  has  been  included  in  the  preliminary 
final  EIS. 

The  alternatives  for  the  WSAs  that  were 
presented  in  the  second  draft  RMP/EIS  were  No 
Wilderness  (the  proposed  action).  All  Wilderness, 
and  No  Action.  As  a  method  of  resolving  the 
conflicts  between  resource  protection  and  mineral 
development,  the  All  Wilderness  alternative 
included   a   recommendation   that   Congress 


designate  the  WSAs  as  wilderness  and  allow  oil 
and  gas  leasing  with  a  "no  surface  occupancy" 
provision.  However,  the  BLM  wilderness  study 
policy  requires  that  the  EIS  analyze  an  All 
Wilderness  alternative  with  no  oil  and  gas  leasing. 
In  addition,  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  in  a  WSA  or 
a  wilderness  area  is  contrary  to  legislative 
direction  provided  by  Congress.  Consequently, 
the  All  Wilderness  alternative  has  been  revised  in 
the  preliminary  final  wilderness  EIS  to  include  a 
recommendation  of  wilderness  designation  with 
no  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

The  possibility  of  conflict  between  mineral 
development  and  resource  protection  is  remote 
in  the  Gardner  Mountain  WSA,  where  mineral 
potential  is  nonexistent,  and  in  the  North  Fork 
WSA,  where  it  is  low.  However,  the  conflict  is 
apparent  in  the  Fortification  Creek  WSA,  where 
the  mineral  potential  is  high  and  where  an  existing 
elk  herd  is  dependent  on  habitat  within  the  WSA. 

A  "conflict  resolution"  subalternative  under  the 
No  Wilderness  alternative  has  been  developed  for 
the  Fortification  Creek  WSA  in  response  to  public 
concerns  about  protecting  natural  values.  The 
subalternative  would  allow  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  while  protecting  natural  values  by 
prohibiting  surface  occupancy,  and  it  would 
prevent  drainage  of  federal  minerals  from  adjacent 
areas  with  privately  owned  minerals.  The 
impacts  from  this  subalternative  would  be  similar 
to  those  that  would  have  resulted  from  All 
Wilderness  with  leasing.  They  will  be  described 
in  detail  in  the  preliminary  final  wilderness  EIS. 

Extensive  changes  have  been  made  in  the 
contents  and  format  of  the  environmental 
consequences  section  (chapter  4  in  the 
preliminary  final  EIS).  The  analysis  of 
consequences  is  more  detailed,  and  the  effects 
of  each  alternative  are  presented  by  impact  topic 
to  help  readers  find  their  areas  of  interest  more 
easily.  We  believe  the  changes  have  resulted  in 
a  more  comprehensive  and  understandable 
document. 
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ADDENDUM  TO  APPENDIX  7: 
THE  WILDERNESS  REVIEW  PROCESS 


To  carry  out  the  wilderness  mandate  of  section 
603  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act,  the  BLM  has  developed  a  wilderness  review 
process  in  three  phases:  inventory,  study,  and 
reporting  to  Congress. 


INVENTORY 


During  the  wilderness  inventory,  BLM  personnel 
examine  the  public  lands  and,  with  public 
participation,  identify  areas  that  should  meet  the 
definition  of  wilderness  established  by  Congress. 
In  the  Buffalo  Resource  Area  this  resulted  in  the 
establishement  of  three  wilderness  study  areas 
(WSAs):  Gardner  Mountain,  North  Fork  of 
Powder  River,  and  Fortification  Creek. 


STUDY 


in  the  study  phase,  each  WSA  is  studied  through 
the  BLM  resource  management  planning  process 
to  analyze  the  values,  resources,  and  uses  within 
the  area.  The  findings  of  each  wilderness  study, 
including  information  from  public  participation, 
result  in  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  area 
will  be  recommended  as  suitable  or  nonsuitable 
for  designation  as  wilderness. 


REPORTING  TO  CONGRESS 


After  the  study  phase  has  been  completed,  a 
wilderness  study  report  (WSR)  and  preliminary 
final  EIS  are  prepared  to  address  the  results  of 
the  study  and  make  the  preliminary 
recommendation  as  to  designation  or 
nondesignation  of  each  WSA.  The  preparation  of 
these  documents  is  underway  now  in  the  Buffalo 
Resource  Area. 


As  noted  elsewhere  in  this  final  RMP/EIS,  after 
a  30-day  protest  period  all  elements  of  the 
document  except  wilderness  will  become  final 
upon  approval  of  a  record  of  decision.  However, 
the  recommendations  concerning  wilderness  are 
preliminary  and  are  subject  to  change  during 
administrative  review. 

The  preliminary  final  EIS  and  wilderness  study 
report  will  be  sent  to  the  director  of  the  BLM,  who 
will  review  both  documents.  At  that  point  in  the 
process  any  recommendations  for  designation  as 
wilderness  are  separated  from  those  for 
nondesignation  because  mineral  surveys  must  be 
conducted  in  areas  recommended  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  If  the  director  of  the  BLM 
finds  the  recommendations  for  nondesignation 
acceptable,  he  then  transmits  the  WSR  and  the 
preliminary  final  EIS  to  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Land  and  Water  Resources,  Department  of  the 
Interior.  After  review  and  approval  by  the  Assistant 
Secretary,  the  package  is  forwarded  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  then  reviews  the 
WSR  and  the  preliminary  final  EIS.  The 
department  may  consult  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  at  this  stage  regarding 
interagency  review  of  the  proposed  wilderness 
recommendations  currently  under  review. 

The  department  next  files  the  wilderness  final 
EIS.  The  BLM  announces  that  the  final  EIS  has 
been  filed.  The  public  may  obtain  copies  of  the 
document. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  signs  a  record  of 
decision  and  transmits  his  recommendation  with 
the  WSR/final  EIS  to  the  President.  The  President 
then  sends  his  recommendation  to  Congress, 
along  with  the  WSR/final  EIS.  The  President's 
recommendation  is  announced  to  the  public. 
Congress  then  must  act  on  the  recommendations. 
Only  Congress  can  designate  an  area  as 
wilderness. 
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GLOSSARY  SUPPLEMENT 


COOPERATIVE  MANAGEMENT  AGREEMENT.  A  formal 
written  contract  between  a  livestock  operator  (or  grazing 
association)  and  the  BLM  that  recognizes  the  livestock 
operator's  role  in  sharing  on-the-ground  grazing 
management  of  an  allotment.  Through  the  CMA,  the 
livestock  operator  agrees  to  graze  livestock  in  a  manner 
that  will  achieve  the  management  objectives  developed 
through  land  use  planning  for  the  allotment. 

GREEN  FOREST  PRODUCTS.  Minor  forest  products  that  are 
taken  from  living  trees.  Green,  or  live,  minor  forest 
products  such  as  fuelwood  or  posts  and  poles  are  subject 
to  regulation  in  terms  of  allowable  harvest;  whereas  dead 
timber  is  considered  unregulated  in  regard  to  allowable 
cut.  Also  see  sawtimber. 

OVERBURDEN.  Any  soil  material  that  overlies  a  useful  mineral 
deposit.  No  distinction  is  made  regarding  various  types 
of  layers  or  material. 


QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNER.  According  to  federal  coal 
regulations  (43  CFR  3400),  to  be  a  qualified  surface  owner 
a  person  or  persons  must  (a)  hold  legal  or  equitable  title 
to  the  surface  of  split  estate  lands;  (b)  have  their  principal 
place  of  residence  on  the  land,  or  personally  conduct 
farming  or  ranching  operations  on  a  farm  or  ranch  unit 
to  be  affected  by  surface  mining  operations;  or  receive 
directly  a  significant  portion  of  their  income,  if  any,  from 
such  farming  and  ranching  operations;  and  (c)  have  met 
conditions  a  and  b  for  a  period  of  at  least  three  years, 
except  for  persons  who  gave  written  consent  less  than 
three  years  after  meeting  the  conditions  of  a  and  b.  The 
three-year  period  includes  periods  during  which  title  was 
owned  by  a  relative  of  the  person  by  blood  or  marriage 
if,  during  such  periods,  the  relative  would  have  met  the 
requirements  as  indicated. 

SUBSTRATUM.  The  structure  or  layer  beneath  the  surface 
soil. 
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BLM  Library 
D-563A,  Building  50 
Denver  Federal  Center 
P.O.  Box  86047 
Denver,  CO  80225-0047 


As  the  nation's  principal  conservation  agency,  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
has  basic  responsibilities  for  most  of  our  nationally  owned  public  lands  and 
natural  resources.  This  responsibility  includes  fostering  the  wisest  use  of  our 
land  and  water  resources,  protecting  our  fish  and  wildlife,  preserving  the 
environmental  and  cultural  values  of  our  national  parks  and  historic  places, 
and  providing  for  the  enjoyment  of  life  through  outdoor  recreation.  The 
department  assesses  the  nation's  energy  and  mineral  resources  and  works 
to  ensure  that  their  development  is  in  the  best  interests  of  all  our  people. 
The  department  also  has  major  responsibility  for  American  Indian  reservation 
communities  and  for  people  who  live  in  island  territories  under  U.S. 
administration. 
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